~ Dec. 11,1869. THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & REPORTER. 


107 








-_ 


” The Subsoription to the Soxicrrors’ Jounnat ts— Town, 26s. 

Country 28s.; with the Weexty Reporter, 52s. Payment 

in advance includes Double Numbers and Postage. Subscribers 

can have their Volumes bound at the Office—eloth, 2s. 6d.; 

* half law calf, 4s. 6a. 2 

“AN Letters intended for publication in the “ Solicitors’ Journal” 
must be authenticated by the name of the writer, though not 
necessarily for publication. 

Where difficulty is experienced in procuring the Journal with 
regularity in the Provinces, it is requested that application be 
made direct to the Publisher. 

Erratum.—JIn our last issue the Cause-list of V.C. Stuart was, 
through an accident which occurred in lifting the type, 
ascribed to V.C. James, and vice vers&, 











Che Solicitors’ Journal. 


LONDON, DECEMBER, 11, 1869. 
——>——_- 

THE VICAR-GENERAL of the Archbishop of Canter- 
bury has, as we had anticipated (see S. J. Nov. 27), de- 
clined to allow the objections of Bishop Trower and the 
other “ opposers” of the confirmation of the election of 
Dr. Temple to the see of Exeter. He has taken sub- 
stantially the same view of his duty as was taken in the 
case of the late Bishop of Hereford, Dr. Hampden, by 
the then Vicar-General, Dr. Burnaby, but in one respect 
he has acted with greater discretion. In Dr. Hampden’s 
case the counsel for the opposers, Dr. Addams, Dr. 
Harding (afterwards Queen’s Advocate), and Dr. R. 
Phillimore (the present Dean of the Arches), were only 
suffered to address the Vicar-General on their right to 
appear (see 5 Notes of Cases, App., p. xx.). In 
the present case the proctor for the objectors was 
allowed to appear, and an elaborate argument 
on their behalf was heard from Dr. Deane. The 
present result is practically the same, but, by wisely 
permitting an appearance to be entered, and intimating 
that objections on questions of form would be considered, 
the Vicar-General has precluded the objectors from ap- 
plying to the Court of Queen’s Bench for a mandamus. 
Their only remedy, if they have one at all, which is 
doubtful will be by appeal to her Majesty in Council. 
The Court of Queen’s Bench will not, after appearance 
entered, and argument heard before the Vicar-General, 
and, indeed, cannot, having regard to the ordinary rules 
which govern theirjurisdiction by mandamus, interfere with 
his decision on the merits of the case (see Reg v. Justices 
of Kesteven, 3 Q. B. 810). Underthesecircumstances, we 
presume, the matter willdrop. To proceed would, indeed, 
as we have already pointed out, be a mere waste of time 
and money. For, even supposing the Judicial Com- 
mittee decide that they can hear the appeal, and should 
consider that “ opposers ” can urge objections not only on 
points of form, as the Vicar-General has held, but 
also on points of substance, such as the alleged heresy of 
the candidate for confirmation, there is not the slightest 
doubt that in Dr. Temple’s case such objections must 
entirely fail. They are based, we are now told, exclu- 
sively on his essay entitled “The Education of the 
World,” an essay which unquestionably contains many 
propositions open to dispute at the hands of theolo- 
gians, but nothing whatever capable—in the present 
state of the law--of sustaining a criminal charge of 
heresy. 








A VERY IMPORTANT QUESTION was raised before the 
Master of the Rolls this day week respecting the rights, 
as tohis costs, of asolicitor whohas accidentally omitted to 
renew hiscertificate. The solicitor having in his posses- 
sion documents of aclient for whom he had been conduct- 
ing litigation, and not having sent in his bill, the client 
obtained on petition the usual order to tax. On mak- 
ing the taxation it appeared that, during three months 
of the litigation, the solicitor had been without a certifi- 
cate, his certificate having been, by a pure accident, not 
renewed at the proper time. The taxing-master there- 





upon, in accordance with what was stated to be the in- 
variable practice of the office, disallowed all the costs of 
those three months. 

The Master of the Rolls observed that the Act did 
not extinguish the debt, but merely took away the 
remedy. Guarding himself carefully against expressing 
any opinion as to what would have been the result if 
taxation had been on the application of the solicitor 
instead of the client, his Lordship held that as the order 
for taxation had been obtained (as is always the case) 
upon a submission to pay what should be found due, 
and asthe Act did not take away the right to set off or 
retain in respect of the amount, the decision of the 
taxing master must be reversed. 

That the enactment in question applies to the 
remedy only and does not extinguish the debt is suffi- 
ciently obvious. Indeed, the reference to Fullalove v. 
Parker (10 W. R. 581), to prove this was re- 
dundant. The instance is in that respect parallel 
to that of the Statute of Limitations. A  credi- 
tor whose debt is barred by the statute may still 
use it as a set-off. There is, however, a difference; 
the solicitor’s claim is liable to taxation by an officer of 
court, which the other creditor’s is not. The question is 
whether this incidence to taxation deprives the solicitor 
of the advantage he could otherwise derive from the 
bare existence of his debt. There are several cases near 
the point, but none absolutely settling it. In Re Angell 
(6 Dowl. & L. N. S. 144) Coleridge, J., upheld the taxa- 
tion of the master, who had struck out the items 
incurred during the time when the attorney was 
uncertificated, saying, “ Is he (the master) to go through 
the mockery of taxing items which he sees the attorney 
is not entitled to recover?” And he held that the 
master was right in taking notice of the fact of the 
attorney having been uncertificated. This caseis very near 
the question, yet when the attorney has meney in his 
hands or a lien on papers the taxation would be by no 
means a mockery. The report in this case does not state 
by whom the order to tax was obtained. Thesubmission 
of the client to pay whatever should be found due from 
him can hardly be relied upon either way. According 
to the intent with which the words are revolved in the 
mind of the contracting party, they may mean either a 
submission to pay the amount legally recoverable, or @ 
submission to pay the whole amount fairly incurred. 

The Master of the Rolls, then, holds that when it is 
the client and not the solicitor who asks the taxation, 
the items are to be allowed, but gives no opinion on the 
converse case. At any rate in the case before us the 
decision was right in its result, for it would have been 
exceedingly hard if the solicitor had lost his costs for a 
purely accidental slip. The question is of such impor- 
tance that we shall discuss it again ; we could not, how- 
ever, allow the week to pass without giving it at least 
some notice. It serves, for one thing, to illustrate the 
absurdity of the certificate tax. 





A STRANGE MISCONCEPTION appears to prevail with 
relation to “An Act for the Abolition of Imprisonment 
for Debt,” the 32 & 33 Vict. c. 62. We were aware that 
the general public, to a great extent, accepted the title of 
the Actas denoting its contents, but from a report in a 
South London local paper it appears that the misconcep- 
tion extends to where we little expected to find it,—the 
county court bench. We are told that an attorney applied 
to a county court judge for a judgment summons to be 
served out of the district, such summonses requiring the 
leave of the judge. His Honour refused leave on the 
ground that it was useless issuing judgment summonses 
to be heard next year, because imprisonment for debt 
would cease with the present year. It is difficult to be- 
lieve that a judge could make such a statement in the 
face of the following passages from section 5 of the Act, 
“ Any court may commit to prison for a term not exceed- 
ing six weeks, or until payment of the sum due, any person 
who makes default in payment of any debt, or instalment 
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of any debt, due from him in pursuance of any order or 
judgment of that or any other competent court.” This 
jurisdiction is only to be exercised on proof that the de- 
faulter has or has had, since the order or judgment, the 
means to pay; and further on it is provided that “no 
imprisonment under this section shall operate as a satis- 
faction or extinguishment of the debt.” This section 
seems to leave matters almost as they are at present as 
regards county courts, the main difference being that 
cases of obtaining credit under false pretences or other 
fraud, or making a gift, delivery, or transfer of property 
or concealment thereof (see section 13)—cases which are 
now, on very rare occasions, made the grounds of com- 
mittal by county courts—are to be dealt with criminally, 
and the delinquent will be liable to imprisonment for a 
term not exceeding one year. The effect of the Act as 
regards county courts may, therefore, be summed up 
thus—the maximum power of committal for non-payment, 
the debtor having the means, is increased from forty to 
forty-two days, and the cases of obtaining credit under 
false pretences, &c., may be taken before magistrates who, 
instead of the present maximum of forty days of the 
county court, may imprison with or without hard labour 
fora year. It would probably be impossible to find in the 
statute-book so extraordinary or delusive a misnomer as 
the title of this “ Act for the Abolition of Imprisonment 
for Debt.” * 





AT THE RECENT LEEDS WINTER AssiZE three colliers, 
of the respective ages of 27, 24, and 19, were indicted 
for having set fire to a stack of hay belonging to a farmer 
living at Attercliffe, a suburb of Sheffield. All three 
prisoners pleaded “ guilty,’ and’ the eldest, who had al- 
ready béen previously convicted of a similar offence, 
asked the presiding judge, Lush, J., to give them ten 
years’ penal servitude. This, the learned judge replied, 
was exfictly the sentence he intended to pass, but he 
regretted that the law had not attached a more deterrent 
punishnient'to the crime. It appeared that the stack 
had been fired without any attempt at secresy, and that 
the prisoners gave themselves up, alleging that having 
been in the workhouse and not having subsequently got 
any work, they had set fire to the stack with the express 
intention of getting penal servitude. The men seemed 
both able-bodied and intelligent. Arson of this descrip- 
tion has become sufficiently frequent to render the ques- 
tion worthy of consideration—whether it is not advis- 
able to make some alteration in the penalties assignable? 
Arson to a stack is, by 24 & 25 Vict. c. 97, s. 17, punish- 
able with penal servitude for life or for not less than 
five years—or imprisonment for any term not exceeding 
two years. Boys uncer sixteen years of age may also be 
flogged. Should not the same discretion be en- 
trusted to the judge in the case of men? The savage 
selfishness which destroys the property and endangers 
the lives of others in this wholesale manner might be 
found amenable to that dread of the lash which proved 
such a deterrent to garotters. 


THE CASE OF Kelly vy. Kelly, upon which Lord Penzance 
delivered judgment on Tuesday last, is a remarkable one 
in many ways. The facts are startling. Had they not 
been amply proved on one side, and, in fact, admitted 
on the other, they would have seemed impossible. 
Mrs. Kelly had been married to her husband for five 
and twenty years, and there was no suggestion that 
they had lived on other than good terms. But being 
unable to obtain from him a very clear account of the 
terms of a will in which they were interested she 
wrote to her brother-in-law to ask him about the matter. 





* Since the above remarks were written two other metro- 
politan county court judges have declined to allow judgment 
summonses to issue, but on an application being made to a 
third judge, with an intimation as to the construction put upon 
the Act by his learned brethren, he stated his dissent from 
their view, adding that he should continue his practice as here- 
tofore. 








This her husband came to know, and it was in hig 
eyes an unpardonable offence. Itis true she offered the 
fullest explanation of the whole affair, and showed 
that she acted from no suspicion of his straightforward- 
ness in the matter. But that would not do—she 
must be brought to a sense of her sin; and with 
this end in view he commenced a course of sys- 
tematic cruelty from which his wife has just been 
delivered by Lord Penzance. He did not strike 
her. He only loaded her with abuse, absented him. 
self from her society, debarred her from all inter. 
course with her friends, forbade her to go out, and if she 
went had her footsteps dogged by those in his employ. 
ment, took from her all control of money, deposed her 
from her position as mistress of his house, forbade the 
servants to obey her orders, put a hired housekeeper in 
her place; and this course he pursued until her health 
gave way under it, and paralysis, or even insanity, was 
imminent. On these grounds Mrs. Kelly sought and 
obtained a judicial separation. These facts are in them- 
selves remarkable enough, and we commend the Rev, 
Mr. Kelly to the attention of those interested in the 
morbid anatomy of the human mind; but we notice the 
case for another reason. There have been plenty of 
cases of actual physical cruelty before the Court, and 
plenty of cases in which such physical cruelty has been 
accompanied and aggravated by such moral tortures, such 
persecutions without a blow struck, as those to which Mr, 
Kelly subjected his wife; but we are not aware of any case 
in which the question has before arisen in its naked form 
whether such persecutions as those perpetrated in the 
present case, if unaccompanied by actual violence, can 
amount per se tocruelty. According tothe principles 
long well known and acted upon, there could be little 
doubt upon the matter. But it is not the less important 
to have the rule of law laid down with so much clearness 
and emphasis as it has been by Lord Penzance :—“ If 
force, whether physical or moral, is systematically exerted 
for this purpose (that is, with the view of bending the 
wife to the husband’s authority), in such manner, to such 
a degree, and during such length of time, as to break 
down her health and render serious malady imminent, 
the interference of the law cannot be justly withheld by 
any Court which affects to have charge of the wife’s per- 
sonal safety.” 





A CORRESPONDENT this week calls attention to an im- 
portant point in stamp law. The Solicitor to the Board 
of Inland Revenue, it is stated, has recently, in constru- 
ing section 16 of 17 & 18 Vict. c. 83, declared that when 
a building-lease contains, as some building-leases do, a 
covenant by the lessee to expend a certain sum in build- 
ing on the property, such lease should bear, in addition 
to the ad valorem stamp, a £1 15s. stamp as for a “ lease 
not otherwise charged.” 

The latter part of the above section, it will be remem- 
bered, enacts that— 


‘‘ In any case where any deéd or instrument which shall 
be chargeable with any ad valorem stamp duty in respect of 
any sum of money yearly or in gross . . shall be 
made also for any further or other valuable consideration, 
such deed or instrument shall be chargeable (except when 
express provision is made to the contrary is or shall be 
made in any Act of Parliament) with such further stamp 
duty as any separate deed or instrument made for such last- 
mentioned consideration alone would be chargeable with, 
except profession duty.” 


In Nichols v. Cross (14 M. & W. 42) the Court of Ex- 
chequer held, in 1845, that such a covenant in a lease 
was not a consideration requiring ad valorem duty. But 
this was under the 58 Geo. 3, c. 184, which contained no 
such sweeping clause as that above cited, and the deci- 
sion seems to have been based upon the idea that the 
Legislature intended to levy the tax only on the rent or 
fine. 

A covenant to build on the land to a certain value is 
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certainly a “valuable consideration ”; the question is— 
is it a “further or other valuable consideration ”? 

If every consideration which by possibility can be 
separated from the main one of the instrument is to en- 
tail an extra stamp, very great inconvenience may fol- 
low, though not quite, we think, to the extent feared by 
our correspondent, 

It seems to us the fair and reasonable way of looking 
at the question to regard the covenant to build as a part 
of one principal bargain, and not as a separate matter. 
“There was but one object and one thing contracted for; 
the agreement had various terms, but all constituted but 
one agreement,”—said Lord Cottenham, in Squire v. 
Campbell, 1 My. & Cr. 479; and it seems to us that here 
is but one taxable consideration. 





A CASE BEFORE LorD JUSTICE GIFFARD, yesterday, 
illustrated the inconvenience which may result from the 
course pursued by the Government in not filling up the 
vacant Lord Justiceship. The question before the 
Court was, whether there is any jurisdiction under the 
Railway Companies Act of 1867 to restrain proceedings 
by a creditor against a railway company after a scheme 
of arrangement has been confirmed and enrolled. His 
Lordship (reversing Vice-Chancellor Malins), held that 
the jurisdiction given by the Act to restrain creditors’ 
proceedings is only a temporary one, applying to the 
period between the filing and the enrolment of 
the scheme, but that it does not exist after 
the scheme has been confirmed and enrolled. In the 
course of the arguments the case of Bowen v. The Brecon 
Railway Company (15 W. R. 482, L. R. 3 Eq. 541) was 
referred to. There Vice-Chancellor Wood held, that if 
a debenture-holder of a railway company recovered judg- 
ment against the company, he could only hold the fruits 
of the judgment as a trustee for himself and all other 
debenture-holders entitled to be paid pari passu with 
himself. Lord Justice Giffard, who had been counsel in 
that case, said that he had always entertained the 
gravest doubts as to the correctness of the Vice- 
Chancellor’s decision, and had wished that an ap- 
peal had been presented from it. If the case 
before him turned upon the correctness of the decision 
in Bowen v. The Brecon Railway Company, his Lordship 
said that he should not like to decide it without the 
Lord Chancellor. But he added that he should like the 
questionin Bowen v. The Brecon Railway Company to come 
before three judges. Supposing it had been necessary to 
raise this question, where, in the present state of the 
Court of Appeal, could the three judges be found ? 





Ir Mr. Sumner is in the habit of reading the 
American Law Review, he will find in the current 
number a rather well-written article which by no means 
endorses Mr. Sumner’s estimate of ‘the sentimental ” 
as contrasted with the pecuniary grievance. After 
pointing out that the withholding of sympathy from the 
North in their struggle with the South is not a subject 
for international claims, the article concludes thus :— 

‘*Great Britain, te use a phrase often heard in the New 
England court-houses, has offered ‘to leave it out to men ’ 
—to submit the question to a fair and impartial arbitration. 
Payment of the money, under such circumstances, would 
be an acknowledgment of the wrong, and apparently all 
the practical reparation for it that can be made. The 
~ to submit to arbitration is very little, if at all, short 
of it. 

“ The position in which England stands at this moment is 
substantially this : She offers to make full reparation for all 
actual spoliations committed in violation of her neutral 
obligations, resulting from the want of suitable and proper 
legal provision for enforcing those obligations upon her 
subjects, or from the inadequate administration of such law 
in that behalf as was in existence ; she has also invited us 
to join her in such new legislation, as to the duties of 
neutrals, as experienee has shown to be needful. Under 
the circumstances, what more ought we to demand ; and 
what other basis of negotiation does the nature of the case 


THE American Law Register for last month contains 
the report of a case upon a subject of general interest 
relating to the law of railways—viz., the legal effect of 
through tickets issued by one railway company over the 
lines of other companies as well as over its own line. 
The questions most likely to arise in these cases are, is 
the company that issues the tickets alone responsible to 
the holder of the ticket, or each company liable for 
what happens on its own line? And if each company is 
80 liable, is the company that issued the ticket also liable 
on the original contract? Similar and even more diffi- 
cult questions may arise in the case of goods. Do the 
first company, if liable over the entire journey, accept 
the goods as common carriers for the whole distance, or 
as ordinary bailees except over their own line? Are the 
subsequent companies liable, if at all, as common carriers 
or as simple bailees? &c., &c. 

The tendency of the English authorities is to treat the 
contract by the company giving the ticket as a contract 
for carriage over the whole distance, and not as merely 
a contract for carriage over their own line (Great Wes- 
tern Railway Company v. Blake, 7H. & N. 987). This 
question was raised in the recent case of Zunz v. South- 
Eastern Railway Company (17 W. RB. 1096), but was not 
decided ; it has been discussed in several other cases, 
but no very clear rule on the subject has yet been es- 
tablished. 

The American case to which we allude is Knight v. 
Portland, §c., Railway Company, in the Supreme Court of 
Maine, which has decided that where through tickets are 
issued in the form of coupons, a separate coupon being 
given for the line of each company, such coupon tickets 
“ are to be regarded as distinct tickets for each road, sold 
by the first company as agents for the other companies. 
The rights and liabilities of the parties ‘are the same” 
as if the passenger purchased the coupons separately at 
the offices of the respective companies. Nothing can be 
clearer than this. The judgment, however, goes on: 
“ But railroads may so issue their tickets, and so conduct 
themselves, as to have the purchasers understand that 
they undertake for the whole route, in which case they 
will be responsible to that extent;” and Blake v. Great 
Western Railway Company is cited as an authority for 
this. 

This judgment, therefore, seems to leave open the 
question, what is the effect of the ordinary through-ticket 
which is not in the form of coupons? The principle of 
the decision, however, applies to these cases also, as the 
mere form of the ticket can hardly affect the rights of 
the parties. Doubtless, a company may contract to be 
liable for the acts of other companies, but the question is 
what is the legal construction of the ordinary contract 
of carriage. This decision offers a convenient solution of 
the difficulty, and is quite in accordance with recognised 
legal principles. 





ACTIO PERSONALIS MORIITUR CUM PERSONA. 


Legal maxims are seldom of any use, either to the 
student or the practitioner. They always require so 
much explanation and so many limitations and excep- 
tions before they can be received as accurate legal propo- 
sitions that they are fit only to serve as the texts for the 
discussion of legal principles. We propose to make this 
use of the maxim at the head of this article. 

The maxim itself is one of the most, if not actually 
the most, misleading of the well-known legal maxims. 
Taken in the ordinary sense of the words it means that 
a personal action dies with the person—vz.e., does not 
survive to or against executors. This is not now, nor 
has it ever been, true. Personal actions do not, and 
never did, die with the person, but only some classes of 
personal actions are thus determined. 

In the first place, personal actions now include, and 
always have included, all actions for breach of contract. 
The right to bring these actions survives, and always has 





admit it ?”’ 





survived, to the executor on the death of the person en- 
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titled to sue (except only where the injury to the deceased 
is purely personal, and causes no damage to the pro- 
perty: Chamberlain v. Williamson, 2 M. & S. 408), and 
the liability to such actions survives always against the 
executor of the person who has broken his contract. 

Again, by 4 Ed. 3, c. 7, and 25 Ed. 3, st. 5, c.. 5, exe- 
cutors are given the same right of action against tres- 
passers on the chattels of their testator as the testator 
himself had in his lifetime. 3 & 4 Will. 4, c. 42, s. 2, 
gives a somewhat similar right to executors to recover 
damages for injury to the real estate of their testa- 
tor, provided the injury was done within six months be- 
fore, and the action is commenced within one year.after, 
the death of the testator. The same section gives a 
remedy against executors for damages done to real or 
personal estate by their testator, if the damage was done 
within six months before, and the action is commenced 
within six months after, the death. And 9 & 10 Vict.c. 
93, gives to executors of persons whose death has been 
occasioned by the wrongful act of another a right of 
action for such wrongful act. 

In addition to all these classes of personal actions 
which undoubtedly survive to and against executors, 
there is another class concerning which the law is not 
quite so clear. We mean all those actions which spring 
out of a breach of duty arising from contract. Such, for 
instance, are actions for negligence in the carriage of 
goods or passengers, actions arising from negligence in 
the performance of some duty, as of a doctor, attorney, 
agent, &c.; actions by servants against their masters for 
the negligence of the master, &c. 

In all such actions as these the plaintiff has, and has 
long had, the right to treat the action as one of tort or 
contract at his election. He may either treat the injury 
of which he complains as a breach of a duty, and soa 


tort, or as the mere breach of a promise. The general | 


rule is that “wherever there is a contract, and 
something to be done in the course of the employ- 


ment which is the subject of that contract, if there is a | 


breach of duty in the course of that employment, the 
plaintiff may either recover in tort or in contract” 
(Bronn v. Boorman, 11 Cl. & Fin. 44). 

The question has sometimes arisen, Do these actions 
survive to and against executors? This is almost the 
same as asking, Are they to be considered as actions of 
tort or contract. It is not easy to quote any clear autho- 
rity which settles the law decisively on this point, but it 
seems on principle that the action ought to be considered 
as oue of contract, and that therefore it ought to sur- 
vive the death of the person entitled or liable thereto. 

A tort is defined in the Common Law Procedure Act, 
1852, as a “ wrong independent of contract.” This defini- 
tion, therefore, excludes all wrongs not independent of 
contract, and therefore excludes the wrongs which we 
are discussing—viz., those which spring out of a 
breach of duty arising from a contract. A single 
example will illustrate this very clearly. A agrees 
to drive B. from X. to Z, and drives negligently, 
thereby causing an accident which injures B. B. is 
clearly entitled to a right of action against A., and it 
seems also clear that this right is founded on a contract 
between A.and B. They agreed to occupy the respective 
pitions of driver and passenger, and it was from this 
relation that the right of B. to be driven without negli- 
gence arose. The infringement of this right by A. gave 
B. the right of action. It is hardly possible wo dispute 
this, and if so B.’s right of action is founded on contract, 
and therefore would survive, like any other action for 
breach of contract to his executor, and against A.’s exe- 
cater if A. or B. died before action commenced; subject 
only to the exception that if B.’s injury caused nodamage 
to his property (which, however, it generally must do for 
doctor's fees, kc., unless death follows rapidly) the right 
of action would not survive to B.’s executor, although 
this would not, of course, affect the right of action 
against A.’s executor on A.’s death. 


The fact that it was necessary to pass Lord Campbell’s | alone, and on the wording of sections of the County 
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Act (9 & 10 Vict. c. 93) to create the right of actig, 
thereby given is no argument against what we gay, 
That right of action differs entirely from the right o 
action possessed by the deceased in his lifetime. 4 
person injured by the wrongful act of another can rm, 
cover damages for his personal injury as well as for th 
pecuniary loss caused thereby. The right of action 
under the statute is to recover compensation for the p. 
cuniary damage caused by the death to the persons gp. 
cified in the statute. Lord Campbell’s Act, therefore, 
gives an entirely new measure of damages, even wher 
the executors of the deceased might have maintained ap 
action before the statute, and it also gives an action 
which did not before vest in the executors, where the 
injury to the deceased caused no pecuniary damage ty 
him, as where death was caused instantly by the ne 
gligence of the defendant, or where the wrong was, 
pure tort unconnected with any contract. 

In fact, the only reason for treating these actions 
springing from a tort and not from a breach of contract 
is that the plaintiff has long been permitted, as we have 
stated, to employ the procedure applicable to an action 
for a tort or that applicable to a breach of contract, at 
his option. This, however, is a mere question of pr- 
cedure, and does not affect the nature of the original 
right of action. This option to choose between two 
different forms of action was originally allowed toa 
plaintiff as a matter of convenience to him under the old 
rules of pleading, which did not allow a plaintiff to join 
counts in tort and in contract in the same declaration, 
This is well explained in Govett v. Radnidge (3 East, 62, 
70). This principle therefore seems clear, and extends not 
only to cases which we have specified, but also to actions 
against common carriers, although there are some argu 
ments against this principle in the case of common 
carriers which do not exist in the other cases. 
| Common carriers are bound to carry goods, and are 
| therefore no doubt under a duty to carry which is wholly 
independent of contract. If goods are given to them to 
| be carried, and they refuse to do so, they are liable to an 
| action of tort for such refusal. If, however, the goods 
are accepted for carriage there is at once a contract 
between the parties. If nothing is said about the terms 
on which the goods are to be carried, it is assumed that 
the carriers take them subject to all the liabilities im- 
posed upon common carriers at common law. The 
carrier may, however (apart from any statutory provi- 
sions), make any agreement with the owner concerning 
the carriage of the goods that the two parties may 
choose. The fact that a duty existed on the part of the 
| carrier before the goods were received does not prevent 
| that being a contract which, but for such duty, un- 
doubtedly would be a contract between the parties. 
There seems therefore every reason for treating the 
liability of common carriers who have assented to carry 
goods as one springing from contract, as in the case of an 
ordinary bailment, and as such liable to the incidents of 
survivorship after death peculiar to rights of action 
arising from breach of a contract. 

Although we venture to say that the liability of 
common carrier with respect to goods and passengers 
(independently of the effect of statutes) arises from con- 
tract, and that a neglect of this duty is substantially a 
breach of contract, we are not ignorant that there is more 
than one case which may be quoted against this proposi- 
tion. In Tattan v. Great Western Railway Company 
(8 W. R. 606) it was held that an action framed in tort 
against common carriers for the loss of goods was not an 
action of contract within the provisions of the County 
| Court Acts as to costs. Marshall v. York, $c. Railway 
Company (21 L. J.C. P. 84) also appears an authority 
in accordance with the principle of Zatham v. Great 
Western Railnay Company. These cases, however, when 
looked at closely, are not necessarily opposed to the pro- 
position that we have laid down. In Yattan v, Great 
Western Kailway Company the question turned on costé 
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Courts Acts, and the decision was that, as the plaintiff’s 
action was in tort, the consequences of that form of ac- 
tion must follow, although, no doubt, the decision is not 
rested on these grounds. Marshall's case was an action 
against common carriers for loss of luggage by a person 
who had not contracted for the carriage of the luggage. 
This action clearly was not one springing out of the con- 
tract for the carriage of the luggage, because the plain- 
tiff had not, although a third person had, contracted with 
the defendant for such carriage. It must also be re- 
membered that the decision of Alton v. The Midland 
Railway Company, which we shall notice immediately, 
was subsequent to these cases, which must now 
be read in connection with that decision. It 
seems therefore that rights of action for breach of 
duty arising from contract, whether against common 
carriers or any other persons, ought, on principle, to be 
treated as actions for breach of contract, and liable to 
all the incidents of such actions. 

So far we have dealt with the question on principle; 
but there is authority in favour of the view we have ex- 
pressed. Knight v. Quarles (4 J. B. Moore, 532) and 
Alton vy. The Midland Railway Company (13 W. R. 918) 
are the two most important cases on the point. Knights v. 
Quarles was an action against an attorney for negligence 
by the executor of a client of the attorney. The de- 
claration alleged an express contract with the defendant, 
a breach of the contract, and damage to the deceased’s 
estate. It was held on demurrer that the declaration was 
good. This, it will be seen, although an important 
authority, is yet open to the observation that as an express 
contract, breach and damage were alleged, and by the de- 
murrer admitted, there could not well have been any other 
decision, but that the case does not necessarily go further 
than that. There is, however, a dictum in the judg- 
ment that if a passenger in a coach who has contracted 
to be safely carried is injured by the negligence of the 
coachman, and sustains pecuniary damage in getting 
himself cured, his executor may sue the coach proprietor 


in contract for compensation for such damage. 
In Alton v. The Midland Railway Company a servant 
became a passenger by the defendants’ line, and was in- 


jured by their negligence. The plaintiff, his master, 
sued the defendants for the loss to him of his. servant’s 
time, &c. Held that the action would not lie, as it was 
one of contract, not tort, and that therefore none but the 
parties to the contract could sue for a breach of it. In 
this case Willes, J., cites, and with approval, Knight v. 
Quarles, and the dictum we have mentioned expresses his 
opinion that if a passenger by railway took luggage 
with him which was lost by the negligence of the com- 
pany, the executor of the passenger could sue for the loss 
of the luggage. 

There is no further direct authority of any weight 
upon this point, but when we see that the authorities, 
so far as they go, are in favour of treating actions for 
breach of duty springing from contract as actions for a 
breach of contract, and not as actions of tort, and when 
we consider how thoroughly that is in accordance with 
the general principles of the law of torts and contracts, 
and with the definitions of those actions,and also how ob- 
vious is the justice and convenience of rendering the estate 
of a deceased person liable and entitled to the pecuniary 
consequences of wrongs done or suffered by the deceased, 
we can have but little doubt that the actions with 
which we have been dealing do not fall within the 
maxim actio personalis moritur cum persona. 








The Newcastle Chronicle state that O’ Donovan Rossa, the con- 
vict member for Tipperary, was formerly a lawyer's clork at Now- 
castle-upon-Tyne. 

Mr. John Flewker, solicitor, late of Derby, was recently pre- 
sented by the members of the Derby and Derbyshire Licensed 
Victuallors’ Association, to which he has been legal adviser 
since its formation, with a testimonial, in the shape of a skeleton 
timepiece of elegant design, in acknowledgment of his valuable 
services as solicitor to that body. 





RECENT DECISIONS. 


EQUITY. 
PAYMENT BY BILLS OF EXCHANGE. 
Ez parte Pearce, V.C.S., 17 W. B. 1077. 

When goods are sold and delivered under a contract 
whereby payment is to be made in bills, the comtract is 
in general essentially a contract to pay, remaining 
unperformed until payment of the bills. Thus in 
Copland v. Martin (9 Sim. 433) A. contracted with B. to 
pay him asum by billsto be drawn by B. on and accepted 
by A. In the result A. only accepted a bill for part of 
the sum, and this bill was dishonoured on presentation. 
The Vice-Chancellor, notwithstanding Mr. Jacob’s argu- 
ment, was of opinion that the contract was a contract to 
pay by bills. If the bill given was dishonoured, no pay- 
ment was made by the bill. 

It is obvious that in every case where a bill or other 
representative of sterling coin is given in payment of a 
debt, there is an implied contract that the bill shall be 
paid at maturity, and that the bill is, in point of fact, a 
security for the payment of the debt. 

There must, however, be no Jaches on the part of the 
person who has elected to take a bill in payment of a 
debt. In Peacock v. Pursell (11 W. R. 834) failure to 
present a bill at maturity was held to debar the holder 
from proving his debt in the ordinary way. He had taken 
abillin payment ofhis debt, the effect of which was tocreate 
a security for the payment of his debt on the day when 
the bill became payable. He failed to present the bill, 
which he and nobody else had it in his power to do, and 
in the opinion of the Court of Common Pleas was thereby 
debarred from treating the bill as anything else than a 
satisfaction of his debt. So, too, in Smith v. Mercer 
(L. R. 3 Exch. 51), goods were to be paid for according to 
contract by approved bankers’ bills, which were dis- 
honoured on presentment for acceptance. The defendants 
were not parties tothe bill and received no noticeof the dis- 
honour of the bill. As they had neither been called on 
to indorse the bill nor had received notice of the dis- 
honour, the Jaches of the plaintiff in omitting either pre- 
caution debarred him from recovering the price of the 
goods in an action against them at the suit of the plain- 
tiffs for the price of the goods sold by them to the de- 
fendants. 


“ PUBLICATION.” —PROVISIONAL AND COMPLETE SPECI- 
FICATIONS, 
Re Bates and Redgate’s Application for a Patent, L.C., 
17 W. R. 901. 

In Forsyth v. Riviere, Webst. Pat. c. 97, Abbott, C.J., 
held that where several persons simultaneously discover 
the same thing, the one who first communicates it to the 
world under the protection of letters patent is the legal 
inventor, and entitled to all the benefits of the invention. 
Under the present law (Patent Law Amendment Act, 
1852, 15 & 16 Vict. c. 83) an inventor has choice of two 
methods of invoking the protection of the law. He may, 
under section 8, file a provisional specification describing 
the nature of his invention, or, under section 9, he may 
file a complete specification, particularly describing and 
ascertaining the nature of his invention, In the first 
case he does not make a “ publication ” of his invention, 
and he does not receive the protection awarded after 
publication that, is to say, he does get any rights as 
against the general public. But he may now experiment 
fearlessly, since he is protected against any consequences 
of the partial disclosure which he has made, may employ 
workmen, for instance, without apprehension, and if he 
proceeds to consummate his invention by obtaining 
letters patent, the patent will in general be dated as 
from the day on which he took the initiatory 
step of filing the provisional specification, But 
if his invention is so completely worked out that he can 
file a complete specification, by which he does make a 





112 





THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & REPORTER. 


Dec. 11, 1869, 





“ publication” or complete disclosure, then upon filing 
that complete specification he obtains for the limited 
period of six months the full rights and protection of a 
patent. In the principal case A. and B., unknown to 
each other, made the same discovery almost simul- 
taneously. A filed his provisional specification in October, 
B. filed his in November, but B. was the first to get a 
patent sealed, which he did in January, and afterwards 
A. coming to have his patent sealed found himself 
obstracted by B.’s patent for the same invention. Lord 
Hatherley was asked to seal A. a patent dated from the 
date of his provisional specification, but refused, holding 
that as B., without fraud, had got his patent already 
sealed no other patent could issue for the same invention. 

Forsyth v. Rivere (ubi sup.) was cited in support of 
A.’s contention, but that case had no application, because 
a provisional specification is not a “ publication.” 





First CLAss STATIONS. 


Hood vy. North Eastern Railway Company, V.CJ., 
17 W. R. 1085. 

What is a first class station? According to the defini- 
tion by one of the engineers who gave evidence in the 
suit, adopted by the Vice-Chancellor, a first-class station isa 
staticn where all ordinary and fasttrains, and occasionally 
express and special trains, stop. This disposed of the first 
objection raised by the company,—viz., the indefinite 
character of a landowner’s stipulation with a railway 
company that a piece of land taken for the purposes of 
the undertaking shall be used as a first-class station. 

The stipulation was a negative one in substance, 
though put in a positive form, and this enabled the 
Court to interfere (Catt v. Tourle, 17 W. R. 939, L. R. 
4 Ch. 654). 

Where, however, one of the contracting parties is a 
public company, another and more important question 
may be raised,—viz., whether the covenant be one the 
specific performance of which may interfere with the 
safety and convenience of the public. 








pulsorily subordinated to theirs, on the express groung 
of public convenience. This being so, it is surely com. 
petent for the Court where the conduct of the compan 
had been bond fide to decline to exercise its discretion 
in cases where public convenience is sought to be sub. 
ordinated to private interests. In an analogous cage. 
where public convenience required the widening of 
bridge, and the company proceeded to do so, and for that 
purpose temporarily disturbed the adjoining soil which 
was vested in the plaintiffs, a motion to restrain them 
from so doing was refused with costs (Board of Works 
for Wandsworth v. London and South Western Railway, 
10 W. R. 814); and in Attorney-General v. Ely, Hadden. 
ham, and Sutton Railway Company (16 W. R. 834) will 
be found a dictum of the Master of the Rolls to the effect 
that it is not the business of equity to compel a company 
who have in good faith constructed works for the ac. 
commodation of the public which are not strictly within 
their powers to undo it all, and do instead something 
which may be less convenient to the public, but within 
their powers. 

No doubt the case made on behalf of the public must 
be a strong one, yet nevertheless it must be borne in 
mind that, as the Master of the Rolls said in Raphael vy, 
Thames Valley Railway Company, it is the duty of the 
Court to remember that there is a class of persons who 
are not represented in suits by a landowner of this cha- 
racter, whose interests require to be carefully watched, 
and that class is the public. 


COVENANT TO SETTLE AFTER-ACQUIRED PROPERTY. 
Dickinson v. Dillwyn, V.C.M., 17 W. R. 1122. 
In a recent article on the subject of the above class of 


| covenants in marriage settlements we ventured to question 
| the decision in this case, and we proceed to explain more- 


fully why wedid so. The settlement upon the marriage 
of Mr. and Mrs. Dillwyn having contained a covenant by 


, them jointly and severally that they and all other neces- 


The jurisdiction to enforce or refuse specific execution | 


of a contract is quite discretionary, and the Court will 
probably exercise its discretion where to deny this species 
of relief would be to diminish the comfort, safety, or 
convenience of the public. It must be borne in mind 
that the state of affairs is often completely changed be- 
tween the time when the covenant is entered into and 
the time when the specific execution of it is sought 


by the landowner, his heirs or assigns. A cove- 
nant to stop all trains at a certain road-side 
station may be reasonable enough when the line 


on which the station stands is a mere local line, but 
such a covenant may well become wholly unreasonable 
when the line becomes a link in the chain of through com- 
munication between London and the North. In such a 
case we should expect the Court to consider that the 
convenience of the individual ought to yield to the con- 
venience of the travelling public, and, while admitting 
that the covenant was in itself capable of specific per- 
formance, to exercise its discretion to refuse relief, and 
leave the plaintiff to his remedy at law. 

tailway companies, however, will not be permitted to 


set up the inconvenience to the public as a reason for | 


not doing what they have to do where the omission has 
been determined and wilful. Where a landowner had 
withdrawn his opposition to a railway bill in considera- 
tion of the company agreeing to make a road in a parti- 
cular manner, and the company made and opened for traffic 
their railway without having compliedwitk their partof the 
agreement, they were not allowed to set up the incon- 


as a reason for not performing their agreement (Raphael 
v. Thames Valley Itailnay Company, 15 W. BR, 622, L. BR. 
2 Ch. 147, reversing the Master of the Rolla on this 
point. 

It must not be forgotten that railway companies are 
allowed to be incorporated, and private interests com- 


| 
| 
| 
| 





sary parties would concur and join in settling all pro- 
perty to which Mrs. Dillwyn, or her husband in her 
right, might thereafter become entitled, under the will 
or intestacy of her father, or under the will or intestacy 
of any other person or persons whomsoever, the question 
arose whether a legacy of £100, to which Mrs, Dillwyn 
became entitled under her father’s will after her hus- 
band’s death, and all her husband’s property left to her 
by his will, were within the covenant and subject to the 
trusts of the settlement. The recitals did not qualify 
the generality of the terms of the covenant, the words 
used to describe the property being the same, and the 
Vice-Chancellor admitted that the literal expression ap- 
plied to any property, but said that in the absence of 
authority he should hold that the recital applied only to 
property to which Mrs. Dillwyn should become entitled 
during her husband’s lifetime, and that ‘“ thereafter” 
meant in fact during coverture. He then relied on the use 
of the words “ join and concur,” in the operative part, as 
showing, apart from the improbability of the husband 
imagining that the covenant should apply to what he 
himself gave, that the covenant did in fact only refer to 
joint acts of the husband and wife, which could only take 
place in the husband’s lifetime, and supported his deci- 
sion by Howell v. Howell (4 L, J. N. 8. 242), and Zeid v. 
Kenrich (3 W. R. 530), dismissing Stevens v. Van Voorst 
(17 Beav. 385) as irrelevant. Remembering that the 
Vice-Chancellor had already held that the £100 legacy 


| was within the covenant, it is rather difficult to criticize 
| his judgment, which 


is self-contradictory, the word 


| “ thereafter ” being evidently as much applicable to the 
venience to the public by the interfereace with the traffic | 


property coming to Mrs. Dillwyn under her father’s will 
as to the other property. As far, however, as we can 


| discover any principle underlying the Vice-Chancellor’s 
judgment, it is one which, in several recent cases on the 
| construction of wills, he has more or less openly adopted, 


and against which we seriously protest—namely, that of 
ascertaining what may be called the general intention of 
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the instrument in question from his own estimate of 
what the parties probably meant, and then controlling 
the construction of particular words or expressions with 
geference to the assumed intention. The true principle 
is, that you may govern expressions in one part of a deed 
or other instrument by the eapressed intention of the 
whole, but that you cannot, on conjecture, disregard the 
expressed intention, although such conjecture be founded 
on the highest degree of probability. Applying this 
well-recognised principle to the present case, it is clear 
that there was nothing in the settlement to qualify the 
ordinary meaning of the word “ thereafter,” and that if 
the covenant was intended only to affect property coming 
to the wife during the coverture, the settlement required 
rectification, and that the Vice-Chancellor did in fact 
rectify it without any evidence. The following observa- 
tions of Lord Wensleydale, in Smith v. Osborne (6 W. R. 
21, 6 H. L. Cas, 375) are very apposite to the present 
case:—" It is a wrong rule of construction to interpret 
a covenant, not according to the meaning of the words 
used, but according to what the parties may be reason- 
ably supposed (judging from the circumstances in which 
they were placed) to have been likely to intend to do 
when they entered into the contract. This is a perver- 
sion of the word ‘ intention.’” 

With regard to the force of the words “ join and concur;” 
in the case of Carter v. Carter, L. R. 8 Eq. 551, similar 
to the above, butin which, although neither those nor any 
like words were present, the Vice-Chancellor came to the 
same conclusion, as well as the fact that the £100 legacy 
was considered to be subject to the settlement, show how 
little importance could really be attached to them. It 
could hardly have been contended that property coming 
to the wife’s separate use during the coverture was not 
bound, because the concurrence of the husband was un- 
necessary, and the use of the disjunctive “ or ” seems to 
remove any doubt on the subject.. 

Then as to the cases cited: Howell v. Howell we be- 
lieve to have been erroneously decided, as we stated in 
our former article, where we pointed out its special 
character. Reid v. Kenrick was simply a decision that 
covenant by the husband did not bind the surviving 
wife; but Stevens v. Van Voorst is, in our opinion, sub- 
stantially identical with the present case, and we could 
have wished that the following passage from the judg- 
ment had been echoed by the Vice-Chancellor:—“ I was 
desirous,” said the Master of the Rolls, “‘to confine the 
operation of the covenant to the property which accrued 
to the wife during the coverture, but I have looked in 
vain for any words so limiting it, and [ cannot do so 
without introducing express words for that purpose. I 
may speculate that it might have been intended, but I 
cannot decide on a speculation of probabilities; for I 
think it is not proper to go beyond the words of the 
clause, even if that may lead to results which it is not 
probable the persons could have intended.” 

We regret that this case was, as appears from the report, 
not really co tested, and have dwelt on it at some length 
as involving a very important principle. It seems to 
have been forgotten by the learned judge in both cases 
that the covenants were covenants by the intended 
wives, and for the benefit, not of the husbands only, but 
of the children also, and ought to have been strictly con- 
strued in favour of the latter, the only remedy in case of 
the covenants being wider than was intended, being 
that of obtaining a rectification on the usual evidence. 

One word in reference to the suggestions of a cor- 
respondent as to what the scope of such a covenant 
should be. In general we agree with his view, but 
think that in some cases, as for instance where the hus- 
band’s settled property would be an insufficient provision 
for the children, and the wife’s was all in expectancy, it 
would be expedient to bind the latter whenever it came 
into possession, Wecan imagine a case in which this 
not being done, considerable hardship to the children of 
& woman by a first marriage might ensue. 

The question raised by our correspondent of the power 


to withdraw a gift to a married woman from the opera- 
tion of her marriage settlement was discussed in Re 
Mainwaring’s Settlement (14 W. R. 887, 2 L. R. Eq. 487). 
It was there contended that the obligation to settle was 
one affecting the wife’s conscience, and therefore ope- 
rated on the property when it came into her hands, not- 
withstanding any contrary expression of the wish of the 
donor; but the present Lord Chancellor took what we 
think to be the correct view, that the covenant only 
affected property which, consistently with its own 
nature and the mode of gift, the wife was able and free 
to settle. k 








REVIEWS. 


A Treatise on the Law of Negligence. 
MAN and AmaAsA A. REDFIELD. New York: Baker, 
Voorkis, & Co. London: Stevens & Haynes. 1869. 

The Mr. Redfield, who is one of the joint authors of this 
book, is not the same as the gentleman whose works on bail- 
ments and on railways we recently reviewed. Mr. Isaac 
Redfield, who wrote on bailments, is we believe, the best 
known of the two, not only as the author of several other 
legal works, but also as an ex-judge; and though neither 
has any reason to be ashamed of the works of the other, yet 
as they write in very different styles, they probably would 
each prefer not to be mistaken for the cther. As much of 
the work on carriers and bailments was devoted to the 
question of negligence, we are naturally led to institute a 
slight comparison between the two books. We find little 
fine writing in the present work, nor are disquisitions on 
things in general introduced upon every opportunity, but 
both the text and the notes seem entirely devoted to the 
elucidation of the legal points really arising out of the 
subjects which the writers bring within the scope of their 
work. At the same time we miss the vigour and originality 
of thought of Mr. Isaac Redfield. The consequence is that 
those parts of the present work which are intended to deal 
comprehensively with the whole subject are, in our judg- 
ment, not so well executed as those which treat of specific 
branches, or, to speak more accurately, of the applicationof the 
general rules to specific cases. 

As the writers point out in their preface they occupy @ 
new field. There was, we believe, before this publication 
but one work in the English language dealing solely with 
the subject of accionable negligence, and this was a short 
treatise with some notes of leading cases by Mr. Hay, a 
Scotch advocate. There are also, of course, chapters on the 
subject in the various works on torts. This cireumstance 
the authors allude to as an excuse for the defects there may 
| be in the work; and undoubtedly it is much easier to 
arrange the subject conveniently and logically, when guided 
by the efforts of others who have, whether successfully or 
unsuccessfully, made the attempt first. We cannot con- 
gratulate the authors much on the plan of their work. 
There is no attempt whatever at an analysis of the subject, 
and it is one which, as it seems to us, may be elucidated very 
greatly by a mere analysis. Thus the mere statement of the 
three things necessary to make up a good cause of action 
for negligence, as for any other tort—viz., the existence of a 
duty on the part of the defendant towards the plaintiff, the 
breach of that duty, and the fact that the breach is the proxi- 
mate cause of damage to the plaintiff, furnishes, as it seems 
to us, a hint at the solution of almost every point that can 
arise on the subject. It does not seem to us that any 
principle of arrangement is adopted in this work except 
perhaps that of putting the more important propositions before 
those that are less so, with an alphabetical arrangement 
where they may be considered upon an equality. We cannot 
better illustrate this remark, and at the same time eonvey 
to our readers what the work contains, than by giving the 
titles of the chapters into which it is divided in the order in 
which they appear. The general subject of negligence, 
Degrees of negligence, Contributory negligence, Parties to 
actions for negligence, Liability of masters for acts of 
servants, Liability of masters to servants, Liability of servants 
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to third persons, Municipal corporations, Public officers, 
Animals, Attorneys and councillors at law, Bankers and bill 
| collectors, Bridges, Canals, Carriers of passengers, Clerks and 
| other recording ottivers, Lnjuries causing death, Driving and 
| riding, Fences, Fire, Gas companies, ‘Highways, Notaries 
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public, Physicians and surgeons, Construction and main- 
tenance of railroads, Railroad fences, General management of 
railroads, Real property, Sheriffs, Telegraphs, Watercourses, 
Miscellaneous cases of negligence, Measure of damages in ac- 
tions for negligence. 

Our readers will gather from the above that there is a 
large amount of useful information in this work, but they 
will be somewhat puzzled by the arrangement, especially by 
the collocation of public officers, animals, and attorneys. It 
will be seen, however, on further examination, that after 
the chapter on public officers the author suddenly breaks 
off into an alphabetical arrangement. Our opinion on this 
point has been challenged in the following passage in the 
preface:— 

“The day will come, it is to be hoped, in which treatises ex- 
pository of the common law will be arranged in strict logical 
order, each confining itself to, and exhausting, its appropriate 
subject; but that day has not yet arrived, and cannot arrive, 
until some new Pothier shall arise, and do for Americaand Eng- 
land what the first Pothier did for France. Meanwhile it may 
be that this volume, by approximating to the ideal standard of 
method more nearly than some other works, will contribute 
somewhat to this desirable consummation.” 


We have given our readers full materials for judging 
whether the volume does approximate to their ideal stan- 
dard of method; we cannot say that it gets very near our 
own. 

The American authorities on the subject of negligence 
are very numerous. This, no doubt, is caused in a great 
measure by the habit that appears to prevail in that coun- 
try of reporting cases, the decision of which turns almost 
entirely upon taets. In consulting these cases one always 
observes that the decisions given seem, characterized by a 
greater looseness of reasoning than we are accustomed to 
find on other points. This seems especially the case with 
regard to the doctrine of contributory negligence and its 
application to the case of children; but there are also other 
points, in reference to which the American decisions appear 
to us to have occasionally introduced elements of confusion. 
We are far from saying that the decisions of our own Courts 
are free from similar faults. One common cause of this we 
imagine to be the difficulty which judges, as well as other 
individuals, experience of confining the language used by 
them to what is strictly necessary to the decision of the 
case before them. General expressions occurring in judg- 
ments of course always require to be interpreted by the 
special facts with reference to which they are used : but 
this is more particularly the case in actions for negligence 
which usually turn on the special facts. 

Of course all this very much increases the difficulty which 
the author of a text-book must experience ; at the same time 
it gives him an opportunity of achieving a more important 
result. If he were to adopt an analytical methed under 
headings of the more important propositions or rules of law, 
we think he might do very much towards elucidating the 
law. There is seldom much doubt about these general 
rules, though in each particular case there is difficulty in 
deciding whether the case comes within this or that rule. 
Each fresh decision is of course an illustration of the gene- 
ral rule within which the case is held to fall, operating, per- 
haps, as an extension, or else as a qualification of it. Itis very 
seldom, however, that anything that can be called a new 
rule is laid down. The main thing, therefore, which such 
a writer would have to do, with each reported case of suffi- 
cient importance for him to use at all, would be to decide 
within which rule it came. When that had been done, it 
would constantly appear that expressions had been used in 
the case, apparently of general application, which ought 
either to be disregarded altogether as really irrelevant to 
the decision of the case, or at all events to be construed 
stfictly secundum subjectam materiam, and limited in their 
application accordingly. As an instance, we may mention 
the much misunderstood case of Hole v. The Sittingbourne 
Railway (9 W. R. 274, 6 H. & N. 488). In that case will 
be found expressions from which the liability of a person 
employing a contractor might be taken to be much greater 
than it really is. The case, however, must be considered 
as really decided on the ground that the damage arose from 
the very act contracted for, and not merely from the manner 
of its execution. It thus comes within a well-known rule, 


and is not a case in which an employer was held liable for 
the negligence strictly so called, of the contractor. 

We have said so much about the method and plan of the 
subject, because we think not only that the authors have, 








for want of a sufficient logical analysis, failed to avail 
themselves of an opportunity of clearing away a good deal of 
confusion on various points, but also that almost all the 
fault we have to find is due to this cause. Thus, we think, 
sufficient prominence is not given to the fact that negligence 
is necessarily a correlative term, and that it cannot exist in 
law in the absence of a duty between the parties. We do 
find this or something like it stated incidentally in various 
parts of the work, yet it is not introduced, as it seems to us 
it should be, as the first question in every case. Distinc- 
tions are drawn between tortious negligence and culpable 
negligence, as well as between gross, ordinary, and slight 
negligence ; yet we venture to think that the only way in 
which such distinctions can readily be appreciated is by 
reference to the different and distinct duties the breach of 
which these classes of negligence respectively describe. 

The authors, howeyer, appear to entertain a different 
opinion, for, in remarking upon the case of Southcote v. 
Stanley (1 H. & N. 247), they profess themselves unable to 
appreciate the reasoning of any of the English judges; and 
suggest, in the place of the rule laid down in that case, 
that a host should be held responsible for gross negligence, 
whether consisting in misfeasance or in nonfeasance. This 
amounts, we suppose, to leaving it to a jury in every case 
to say whether or not the host shall be held liable. The 
rule, however, laid down by Baron Bramwell seems to us 
perfectly intelligible and also reasonable—viz., that there is 
a duty cast upon the host not by careless acts to injure his 
guest, but that there is no duty to put the place in a safe 
state to receive him. In fact, that the invitation to a guest 
is to come and take the place as it is. Again, in the dis- 
cussion of the question of contributory negligence, the 
authors adopt a theory which it appears to us is.untenable, 
and which probably would have been avoided, if an analy- 
tical method had been adopted. They say that the rule 
which denies relief to a plaintiff guilty of contributory 
negligence is based less upon considerations of what is just 
to the defendant than upon grounds of public policy, which 
require in the interests of the whole community that every 
one should take such care of himself as can reasonably be 
expected of him. They say that it is part of the same 
policy which makes suicide a crime, and which punishes 
vagrancy and idleness. We venture to think the origin of 
the doctrine is a much simpler one—viz., that the plaintiff 
in order to recover must prove that his injury ss caused by 
the negligence of the defendant, and that he fails to do so, 
when it was caused even in part by his own fault. The 
maxim Jn pari delicto potior est conditio defendentis applies. 
That this is so is clearly shown by the fact that if the injury 
would certainly have occurred notwithstanding the exercise 
of due care by the plaintiff, his omission to take such care 
is immaterial and does not deprive him of his relief. In fact, 
the test is in all cases, could the plaintiff have avoided the 
consequences of the defendant's negligence? If he could, 
he cannot say that the defendant caused his injury, and so 
he fails. It is probably out of this curious notion of pun- 
ishing a negligent plaintiff by depriving him of his relief 
that the American Courts have established a difference be- 
tween the case of an infant and an adult plaintiff. We 
have several times alluded to this subject, and need only say 
that it is clear that there is no such distinction made in 
England (the case of Lynch v. Nurdin (1 Q. B. 29) having 
been long ago explained away, except), of course, that defen- 
dants are held to know that infants cannot take so much 
care of themselves as adults, and therefore may be bound to 
exercise rather more care towards them. 

The authors have been somewhat unfortunate in having 
overlooked the case of Fletcher v. Rylands (L. R. 1 Ex. 265, 
and 3 English and Irish Appeals, 330). Many later cases of 
far less importance have been quoted, but this, in our 

judgment the most instructive case on the subject in Eng- 
land for many years past, appears to have escaped attention. 
The judgment of Mr. Justice Blackburn in the Exchequer 
Chamber, afterwards approved in the House of Lords, not 
only disposes most effectively of the particular point raised 
in that case, not perhaps a very important one, but also ex- 
plains the whole theory under which inevitable accident 
becomes a defence in cases where primd facie there is a 
trespass. Not only might this case have much assisted the 
authors of this work on many points, but it would probably 
have prevented their falling into what we cannot but re- 
gard as a distinct error with regard to what the common 
law of England was in respect of liability for accidental 
fires. We apprehend that there is no doubt but that by 
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the common law an occupier of land was liable for the 
gpread of such fires to his neighbour's land, fire being one 
of those things which, before the passing of the,statutes on 
the subject, a man had to keep in at his peril, as was said in 
Fletcher v. Rylands. Another somewhat important case in 
our House of Lords (Wilson v. Merry, L. R.1 Scotch App. 
326) is not referred to, though the point, which was the 

incipal one in that case, is discussed at considerable 
Ca. and a decision which appears contrary to that of our 
House of Lords is arrived at. 

We have not space to go through in detail’the various 
cases with which the authors deal, and with which, as we 
said at the outset, they deal much more satisfactorily than, 
in our opinion, they do with the general subject. The 
headings of the chapters which we have given will show the 
subjects which the work embraces, and notwithstanding the 
infinite variety ef circumstances under which actions for 
negligence may be brought, we think it will seldom occur, 
for the future, that a case will arise, for which a precedent 
more or less in point cannot be found in this volume. 





Law of Patents for Inventions, with Explanatory Notes on the 
laws as to the protection of designs and trade-marks. By 
F. W. Campin, Barrister-at- Law. London: Virtue & 
Co. 

The preface announces that “this treatise was not 
written for the instruction of lawyers, being intended to 
convey reliable practical information to inventors and 

tentees, engineers, mechanics, manufacturers, and others 
interested in patent matters; nevertheless, the writer be- 
lieves it will be found to be useful to the members of the 
legal profession, since it sets forth the state of the law re- 
sulting from decisions more recent than those of any other 
work published up to the present time.’ In our opinion, 

Mr. Campin has introduced too much technicality into this 

little treatise. A carefully digested summary, in a popular 

form, of the leading rules of patent law would bea very 
excellent book ; the present work, however, is scarcely lucid 
enough to come up to this standard. 

We must not, however, be understood to mean that the 
work before us has no merits, on the contrary the lay public 
may derive from it a large amount of information on patent 
law. 








COURTS. 


COURT OF THE VICE-WARDEN OF THE 
STANNARIES. 
Re Prosper United Mining Company. 
Companies Act, 1862—Winding-up of cost-book mine—Lien 
of labourers for tribute on ore soid by official liquidator. 

The labourers’ lien for tribute on ores raised in a cost-book 
mine does not extend to the ore when in the hands of a purchaser 
from the official liquidator. 

But, semble, in the case of a solvent company, the labourers 
might, if unpaid, obtain, in a creditor's suit against the com- 
pany, an injunction against the sale. 

This case was heard at the November sittings of the 
Court. 

His Honour the Vicz-WarpDeEN now gave judgment :— 

This was 21 unregistered company, i... a common law 
company, usu illy called a cost-book company. A petition 
was filed to wind up the company, by certain creditors, on 
14th August last, which was made absolute on 27th August. 
Shortly before the petition was presented a distress by the 
lords of the mine was put in, which if proceeded with by 
sale would have considerably damaged the works, and have 
stopped the working. The lords submitted to a stay of 
their proceeding on condition that all their rights should 
be reserved, and that meanwhile the company should be 
allowed to carry on their works until the result of the hear- 
ing of the petition. After the 27th August possession was 
taken by the officer of the court, who, by the course and 
practice of the court, represents the official liquidator 
when no one else is appointed. Upon the taking of posses- 
sion, the Court, in the interest of all parties, sanctioned the 
continuance of the working for the benefit of the estate. 
The same agents and managers of the company continued to 
be employed under the sanction of the Court, and carried on 
the works under the several setts or pitches theretofore sub- 


sisting as between the company and its labourers, subject to 


future sale of the property of the company when it should 





; these setts from the other. 





be judged expedient. The ordinary effect of this state of 
things is that the temporary working of the mine is to be 
carried on at the expense, not of the Court, but of such 
funds as the liquidator can command out of the assets of the 
expiring company, sales of ores, &c., &c. The sale of all the 
remaining property of the company was eventually ad- 
vertised for the 14th September last. The prospectus of sale 
specified “ all the machinery, materials, and effects upon and 
within the mine belonging to the company.” Ores were not 
specified, though I believe they were meant to be, and might 
be, included in the word “ effects.” At the sale the auctioneer 
was asked questions as to the ores to be included in the 
sale. This wasa natural and proper question, and the reply 
given by the auctioneer, and confirmed by Mr. Marshall, 
then present at the sale and attending in his character of 
official liquidator, and representing both the company and 
the Court, was in effect as follows, viz.: That all the ores 
broken, underground or on the surface, were to be sold and 
would pass to the purchaser; that whatever the Court 
could sell would pass to the purchaser ; that all the ores and 
materials would be handed over to the purchaser; and that 
“all be costs of the mine would be paid down to the day 
of sale.” 

The question is a simple one, and arises as between the 
official liquidator and the purchaser. It is not a question, 
as stated by the advocate tor the claimants in court, as be- 
tween the working labourers and this Court ; their right to 
tribute was not, and never was, disputed by anybody. The 
only matter for my decision is the question who is to pay 
them. As to tribute, the setts or pitches were made bi- 
monthly, and the first workings after the order absolute to 
wind up were under a sett, or setts, made on the 6th August 
last, and the costs of the working will be determined by 
reference to the bargain then made between the eompany 
and the miners. Since, three more setts, or pitches, or 
tribute were added by sanction of the official liquidator in 
September for a limited time, determinable on the sale of 
the property. I do not feel able to distinguish one class of 
In both the working was by 
sanction of the Court, and every expense of the working 
down to the sale was chargeable on the eompany, 7.¢., on 
the assets or funds in the hands or under the control of their 
official representative. In my judgment the tribute 


| must be regarded as part of those expenses or costs with 
| which a purchaser ought not to be charged. 


It is very 
probable that a different opinion may have existed in the 
mind of Mr. Marshall or his legal adviser I presume that 
the ground of this was the opinion that the tribute is an in- 
trinsic lien on the ore so broken, and adheres to it as liens 
do in some well-known instances, and that to sell free from 
that lien was beyond the powers of a liquidator. I cannot 
accede to that view, though it may be that for some purposes 
there is such alien. If, for example, a solvent company 
were to sell ores before the labourers were satisfied, they 
might apply to this Court with success for an injunction on 
filing a creditors’ suit against the company even if the 
company had paid all other wages except the stipulated 
tribute. I, therefore, decide this case in favour of the pur- 
chaser, and declare that he is free from liability to the 
tributers for any such back costs of working between the 
27th of August and the 14th of September. I authorise the 
official liquidator to pay the taxed costs of this hearing 
out of the assets in court, if, or as soon as there be such 
available. 





COURT OF BANKRUPTCY. 
(Before Mr. Commissioner Bacon.) 
Dec. 9.—Solicitors’ Costs. 

Upon an application by a solicitor, presenting a petition 
for adjudication against a bankrupt himself for payment of 
his costs up to the meeting for the choice of assignees out 
of the bankrupt’s estate in priority to other charges, except 
those of the official assignee and messenger, 

His Honour remarked, that to refuse the application he 
must repeal the rule of court, and disregard the constant 
course of practice in such cases. The costs of the solicitor 
presenting the petition were to be paid out of the first 
moneys received, subject to the payment of the official as- 
signee and messenger. A person who took upon himself 
the duties of assignee was not bound to bring actions, and, 
if he did do so, he might obtain the indemnity of creditors; 
but that was no reason why he should deprive the solicitor 
of that to which he was fairly entitled ; and as the assignee 
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had caused trouble and expense to the solicitor by bringing 
him to the court, for the purpose of enforeing a demand 
which ought to have been satisfied without any trouble and 
expense, he must pay the costs. 


Bagley, for the solicitor; R. Griffiths, for the assignee. 








APPOINTMENTS. 


Sir Francis Hastincs Cuarxtes Dove, Bart., Receiver- 
General of Customs, and a barrister of the Inner Temple, 
has been appointed a Commissioner of Customs, in succession 
x0 the late Mr. Ralph W. Grey. Sir Francis is the only son 
af Sir Francis Hastings Doyle, the first baronet, who was 
Deputy-Chairman of the Board of Excise and Deputy-Lieu- 
tenant of the Tower of London, by Diana Elizabeth, 
daughter of the late Sir William Mordaunt Milner, Bart., of 
Nun Appleton, Yorkshire. He was born in 1810, and was 
educated at Christ Church, Oxford (first class in classics, 
1832) ; he became a fellow of All Souls’ college, and gradu- 
ated B.C.L., in 1848. In November, 1837, he was called to 
the Bar at the Inner Temple, and for some years went the 
Northern Circuit. Sir Francis Doyle was appointed in 1845 
Assistant Solicitor of the Excise, and in the following year 
became Receiver-General of Customs, which office he ever 
since continued to hold. He succeeded his father in the 
baronetcy in 1839, and married in 1844, Sidney, fourth 
daughter of the late Right Hon. C. W. Williams Wynn, 
M.P. Lady Doyle, by whom Sir Francis had several chil- 
dren, died in 1867. It is stated that the appointment of 
Receiver-General of Customs, the emoluments of which are 
£1200 per annum. will not be filled up. 


Mr. Gzorcxy Stave Bur er, solicitor, and registrar of the 
Rye County Court (Circuit No. 50), has succeeded to the 
office of High Bailiff of that Court, rendered vacant by the 
death of Mr. C. F. Lewis. This arrangement has taken 
place in accordance with the provisions of a recent Act of 
Parliament, providing for the gradual abolition of the 
office of high bailiff. Mr. Butler’s admission as an at- 
torney dates from Hilary Term, 1843, and besides the 
county court registrarship, he holds the office of Clerk of 
the Peace for the borough of Rye. 


Mr. Henry Jounson Carr, solicitor, of Leeds and 
Pudsey, has been appointed a Perpetual Commissioner for 
taking the acknowledgments of deeds by married women, 
in and for the West Riding of the county of York. 


Mr. Epmunp Newnan, solicitor, of Trafalgar-house, 
King’s-road, Chelsea, has been appointed a Perpetual Com- 
missioner for taking the acknowledgments of deeds by mar- 
ried women, in and for the City of London, the county of 
Middlesex, and the city and liberties of Westminster. 


Mr. Artrucr Whuureneap, solicitor, of Wimborne 
Minster, Dorset, has been appointed a Commissioner for 
administering oaths in chancery in England. Mr. 
Whitehead is a member of the local firm of Rawlins & 
Whitehead. 


Mr. Samvet Hatt, of Bacup, Lancaster, has been ap- 
pointed a Perpetual Commissioner for taking the acknow- 
ledgments of deeds by married women, in and for the county 
of Lancaster. 








GENERAL CORRESPONDENCE. 





Stamps on Buiitpinc Leases, &c. 

Sir,—Allow me to call attention to a recent decision at 
Somerset House on this important subject. The Solicitor 
of Inland Revenue has just put a construction, in the 
matter of a building lease, on the 16th section of 17 & 18 
Vict. c. 83, which will, I submit, seriously affect such of these 
and of very many other deeds as have been executed since 
1654. The latter part of that section enacts that ‘‘in any 
case where any deed or instrument chargeable with ad 
tolorem stamp duty in respect of any sum of money, yearly 
or in gross, is made also for any further or other considera- 
tion, such deed or instrument is to be chargeable (except 
where express provision to the contrary is made in any Act 
of Parliament) with snch further stamp duty as any sepa- 
rate deed or instrument made for such last-mentioned con- 


sideration would be liable to, except progressive duty.” 
Upon this, the solicitor rules that a building lease con. 
taining a covenant by the lessee (as nearly every such lease 
does) to expend money in building requires to be stamped 
(in addition to the ad valorem stamp on the rent) as a “ lease 
not otherwise charged, £1 15s”; in other words, a lease 
which has just been charged ad valorem as such, is, now to 
be further charged as a ‘‘ lease not otherwise charged.” 

If this ruling be correct, then every deed which contains 
a covenant or other clause, beneficial to any, however 
small, an extent to the grantor or lessor, beyond the money 
consideration for it, must bear a 35s. deed stamp in addition 
to the ad valorem stamp, though the latter may perhaps only 
amount to 6d., and, of course, cannot be given in’ evidence 
without it. 

I admit that the Legislature can, by express words, pass 
such an enactment as this, but I contend that the Court of 
Exchequer will not so construe the almost incomprehensi- 
ble clause just quoted. The cases of Nichols v. Cross (14 
M. & W., 14 L. J. Ex.), Phillips v. Morrison (13 L. J. 
Ex.), Pearsen v. Inland Revenue (L. R. 3 Ex. 242), and the 
opening “ Observations on the Stamp Laws” in Hayes’ 
Concise Conveyancer, may be referred to as leading to this 
conclusion. 

I shall be glad to hear from any one who is interested in 
the discussion of this subject, for if this ruling be correct 
so many deeds made since 1854 must be wrongly stamped, 
that a retrospective Act (after the precedent of Preston’s 
Act in 1814, consequent on Wright v. Wakeford and Doe 
v. Peach) should be applied for. The Legislature will 
doubtless see the justice of saving the public from number- 
less penalties because their solicitors were unable of them- 
selves—and their text-books would not help them—to dis- 
cover that a lease or other deed which is chargeable, and 
stamped ad valorem, should also be stamped as a “ lease or 
deed not otherwise charged.” 

ipswich, Dec. 8, 1869. A. H. A.pous. 


[Metropolitan building leases are not generally granted 
till the architect has certified that the buildings have reached 
a certain value.—Ep. S. J.] 





IMPERIAL LAND ComMPANY OF MARSEILLES, LIMITED. 


Sir,—Our attention has been called toa letter which appeared 
in your issue of the 4th inst., signed “A Shareholder,” 
wherein the writer asks ‘‘whether it is proper that a 
firm of solicitors should seek to induce shareholders to 
engage in litigation, and endeavour to evade a liability by 
the offer of freeing them from the payment of costs ?” 

We reply “certainly not,” and indignantly repel the 
insinuation contained in ‘‘ A Shareholder’s ” letter, which 
is entirely uncalled for by the circumstances of the present 
case. 

Those who instruct us, representing the bulk of the 
shareholders and creditors, have in that capacity under- 
taken to defray the expense of the necessary proceedings. 

In their view the call is altogether unnecessary and 
unjustifiable, and the only object they have in resisting 
it is to save the unfortunate shareholders from further loss. 


MIcHAEL ABRAHAMS & ROFFEY. 
8, Old Jewry, London, Dec. 9. 


MorrcaceE oF Lire Poricy—Tackine. 

Sir,—A. assigns, by way of mortgage, a policy of assur- 
ance on his life to B. 8B. forthwith gives the usual notice 
of the assignment to the insurance office. C. in ignorance of 
such mortgage takes a mortgage of the policy, thereby be- 
coming second mortgagee for securing £100, and gives notice 
of it to the office. The mortgagor asks B. to fend him a 
further sum, without disclosing thesecond mortgage. Would 
B,, in the absence of any notice of C.’s security, be entitled 
to tack any subsequent advances made by him in exclusion 
of C., or would he be bound to inquire of the office, before 
making such subsequent advances, as to their having re- 
ceived notice of any intermediate incumbrance ? C. 





The Rev. S. Flood Jones, the newly appointed precentor of 
Westminster Abbey, is a son of Mr. W. Jones, who was by pro- 
fession a solicitor, and for many years was secretary to the Re- 





ligious Tract Society. 
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IRELAND. 








(From our own Correspondent.) 
Dustin, Thursday. 


All the courts here have been, since the commencement 
of the after-sittings, busily occupied in the disposal of 
records, but no case of peculiar importance, from a pro- 
fessional point of view, has arisen. 

With respect to the recent Tipperary election the impres- 
sion abroad is that no petition will be presented by Mr. 
Heron, or anyone on his behalf, to the Court of Common 
Pleas under the recent Parliamentary Election Act, inas- 
much as such a petition, relying upon the disqualification of 
O'Donovan Rossa, would place Mr. Heron, who is a strong 
advocate of the movement in favour of the amnesty to 
political prisoners, in a false position with respect to many 
of his constituents. It is believed that many of those who, 
at the recent polling, gave their votes for O'Donovan Rossa, 
did so under the impression that by electing him they would 
force upon the attention of Parliament their wishes with re- 
spect to him and his fellow-prisoners. If there is no peti- 
tion the matter must be dealt with by Parliament itself, 
and the question whether or not a person convicted of a 
treasonable offence amounting to felony, but not the sub- 
ject of capital punishment, can be returned to Parliament, 
must be decided by the House ; in other words, they must 
say whether or not a conviction for an offence which under 
the old law would have rendered a witness incompetent to 
give evidence, and an elector incapable of voting, does, 
when not attended by corruption of blood, render null and 
void the votes knowingly given for him. 








OBITUARY. 


MR. R. G. BRADLEY. 

The demise of Mr. Robert Greene Bradley, Barrister-at- 
Law, of Slyne House, near Lancaster, has been recently 
reported. The deceased gentlemari, who was born in 1788, 
was the only son of the late Robert Bradley, of Slyne (who 
died in 1825), by Margaret, daughter of the late Thomas 
Greene, Esq. He was called to the Bar at Gray’s-inn in 
June, 1814, and became a Bencher in May, 1837. In 1839 
he was Treasurer of his Inn. He was formerly a commis- 
sioner of bankrupts for the district of Lancaster, and held 
the commission of a magistrate in the county of Lancaster. 
The late Mr. Bradley married, in 1820, Lydia, daughter of 
the late Francis Boynton, Esq., of Hutton Lodge, near 
Castle Howard, East Yorkshire. 





MR. GEORGE LAWTON. 

This gentleman, who was for many years a proctor and 
notary of the ecclesiastical courts of York, died on the 1st 
December, at Nunthorpe, at the advanced age of ninety 
years. Mr. Lawton was for a lengthened period registrar 
of the archdeaconry of the East Riding of York. 


MR. E. HOOKER. 

The death of Mr. Edward Hooker, solicitor, formerly of 
Sheerness, took place at Queenborough, in the Isle of 
Sheppey, on the 27th November, at the age of seventy-seven 
years. The late Mr. Hooker was for many years secretary 
to the Sheerness Waterworks, and to the Sheerness Steam 
Packet Company. 





MR. M. BLOOME. 

Mr. Matthew Bloome, solicitor, late of Leeds, died at 
Aberford, on the 28th November. He was certifi- 
eated as a solicitor in Michaelmas Term, 1813, and was 
a member of the Leeds firm of Bloome & Dawson. 
For many years Mr. Bloome was clerk to the trustees of the 
Leeds and Selby, Tadcaster and Halton Dial, and Seacroft 
and Scholes turnpike roads. 

MR. HENRY YOUNG. 

We have to record the death of Mr. Henry Young, soli- 
citor, of Essox-street, Strand, who expired suddenly at his 
residence in Russell-square, on the lst December, having 
obtained the ago of seventy-two years. The deceased 

entleman was certificated as a solicitor in Michaelmas 
erm, 1819, and was the senior partner of the firm of Young 


& Jacksons. He was for some years solicitor to the 
Governors of Harrow School, and also to the Economie Life 
Assurance Society of London. Mr. Young was a member 
of the Incorporated Law Society, and likewise of the Law 
Association for the benefit.of widows and families of pro- 
fessional men in the metropolis and its vicinity. 








SOCIETIES AND INSTITUTIONS. 


METROPOLITAN AND PROVINCIAL LAW ASSO- 
CIATI 


LEGAL EpvucaTion.* 


The Committee having recommended Legal Education as 
one of the subjects for discussion at this meeting, I have 
thought it not inappropriate, as one who took part in what 
is known as the Leeds movement of last autumn, that I 
should explain to you the result of our endeavours. 

Mr. Justice Hannen, in June, at the annual dinner of 
the Solicitors’ Benevolent Association, spoke of our branch 
of the legal profession in the following terms, a part of 
which I may be pardoned for reading. 

After adverting to the objects of the Solicitors’ Benevo- 
lent Association he said :—‘* From whatever point of view 
that society was regarded, everything which exhibited pru- 
dence and generosity was a quality which everyone ac- 
quainted with the solicitors of England must be prepared 
to say attained the highest place among them. No one 
could have associated as he had done for more than twenty 
years with the solicitors of London and the country generally, 
without knowing that there was no class of men amongst 
whom generosity was more signally exhibited at every turn 
of their career than solicitors, and no men were more willing 
to contribute sums of money, or their talents, to objects of 
real charity. On the other hand, it was found that amongst 
solicitors prudence was one of the highest qualities deve- 
loped by them—namely, that prudence which they all relied 
on as their guide and support in any difficulty and emer- 
gency that might arise. He would say for his own part 
that the solicitors appeared to him to set an example which 
it might be well followed by the branch of the profession to 
which, until recently, he hadthe honour to belong. Take, for 
instance, the way in which the solicitors were known to have 
built themselves up into a power of the realm. Begin- 
ning, as it were, with a mere law club, they had gradually 
raised into power that noble institution the Law Society, 
and they had not used it for selfish purposes only, but 
for the purpose of raising the character of the members 
of their own branch of the profession. In another sense 
the attorneys made one body with the Bar; and, indeed, 
though he was not sure he was not now about to express an 
opinion which might be opposed to the views of some 
gentlemen present—and he had never been afraid of being * 
in a minority—he believed all good opinions had been in 
a minority once, and he must be contented to be so until 
that minority grew into a majority ; but he did not hesitate 
to enunciate his opinion that the two branches of the pro- 
fession might well be amalgamated. No one knew better 
than himself that the duties of an advocate were entirely 
different from those of a solicitor; but as in many other 
cases he knew no means of drawing a sharp dividing line, 
they merged into one another, and a man who began his 
career did not know until he had been practising for years 
for what he had the greatest fitness; and he believed it 
would be well to leave it to a man to find out the oppor- 
tunities that might arise of calling forth the qualities and 
talents that were in him, and so leave it to such ocvasions 
to develop whether or no he had a better capacity for 
carrying on the business of a solicitor than the profession 
of an advocate. He believed it was pecnliar to England 
that the two branches of the profession were separated, and 
not only peculiar to Englishmen, in the largest sense, but 
peculiar to the country, for in almost all of our colonies 
the two branches of the profession have been amalgamated. 
He was not aware of any inconvenience that arose from it, 
and there could be no better training for a young barrister 
than to devote himself to the business of a solicitor.” 

It is unusual for our branch of the profession to be spoken 











* A paper read by Mr. F. D. Lowndes, solicitor, of Liverpool, 
at the annual meeting of the Metropolitan and Provincial Law 





Association, held at York, on the 17th October, 1869. 
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of in terms so complimentary, and the question of the fu- 
sion of the two branches of the profession coming from a 
member of the bench, it appeared to me to furnish a very 
interesting topic for discussion at our annual congress. 
When, therefore, the meeting last year fell through I 
thought it would be a pity that the matter should be allowed 
to go to sleep, and as Leeds had special attractions in the 
shape of the Arts Exhibition I took the liberty of address- 
ing the president of the Leeds Law Society and suggested 
that his society would invite the Law Societies of Liverpool, 
Manchester, Birmingham, Newcastle, and Hull, to meet at 
Leeds and discuss the matter. It was then quite too late to 
invite this association to hold its annual meeting there. 
The suggestion was fortunately addressed to one who had 
long ago considered the subjeci—namely, Mr. Bulmer, of 
Leeds, for it appears that in the year 1851, he read a paper 
on this very subject at the annual meeting held that year at 
Birmingham. The Leeds Law Society adopted my sugges- 
tion and invited a conference, limited, as I had suggested; 
if, therefore, any person feel aggrieved that they were not 
summoned to that meeting, I trust they will be satisfied with 
this explanation. 

The meeting was held at Leeds on the 28th September, 
and after hearing Mr. Jevons’s most able paper on the re- 
lations between the two branches of the legal profession and 
discussing Mr. Justice Hannen’s speech, and the report of 
the Inns of Court Commission of 1855, the following resolu- 
tions were unanimously agreed to:— 

1, That the present status of our branch of the legal pro- 
fession and their exclusion from all offices of honour and 
distinction is unsatisfactory and injurious to the interests of 
the public, especially having regard to the fact that before 
admission to our branch of the legal profession examination 
of a stringent character as to knowledge of law is required, 
whilst in respect to the bar no test of legal knowledge is 
necessary. 

2. That the tendency of modern legislation to continue 
and extend the exclusion of attorneys from various offices 
and appointments for ‘which their education and training 
specially qualifies them, calls for united action on their part 
to remove this injustice, and that it is only necessary to 
call the attention of the bar and the public to the matter 
in order to ensure their co-operation in devising a remedy. 

3. That this meeting is of opinion that the time has 
come when provision should be made for the foundation of 
a law university, which should be open to both branches of 
the profession without distinction, and that the means of 
providing an institution already exists in the funds at the 
disposal of the Inns of Court and Inns of Chancery which 
were originally common to both branches of the profession. 

4. That the foregoing resolutions and the paper of Mr. 
Jevons be referred to a provisional committee for considera- 
tion, with instructions to invite the co-operation of the bar 
and of our branch of ths profession generally, and to re- 
port to a future meeting to be summoned in such mode and 
at such place and time as they shall determine. 

An executive committee was then formed consisting of 
Messrs. Bulmer, Marshall, and Simpson, of Leeds, Mr. 
Ryland, of Birmingham, and Mr. Jevons and myself, of 
Liverpool, with power to add to our number. Shortly 
afterwards Mr. Frank Parker, of Bedford-row, was added a 
joint secretary with Mr. Jevons. 

The foregoing resolutions, acopy of Mr. Jevons’s paper. 
and of the report of the Inns of Court Commission, were 
forwarded to the Incorporated Law Society of the United 
Kingdom, and to the Metropolitan and Provincial Associa- 
tion, and they each appointed a committee to consider the 
subject, and to meet the executive committee of the society 
formed at Leeds. 

At the request of the Leeds Executive Committee, a very 
interesting and able paper was written by Mr. Marshall, of 
Leeds, styled ‘‘A Sketch of the Early History of Legal 
Practitioners, and of the Inns of Court and Chancery,” 
which, I think, shows clearly our right to share with the 
Bar the large endowment possessed by the Inns of Court 
and Chancery. Our committee also prepared and circulated 
a scheme for a University of Law. Several meetings were 
held of this associated committee in London. We dis- 
cussed first the resolutions prepared at Leeds, and these 
were rather severely criticised, and in result they were 
elaborated into the seven following resolutions, which were 
really answers to propositions put into the shape of questions, 
The first of these is as follows:— 





1. {t would be right that the regulation as to admission 
to the Bar should be placed under Act of Parliament, as 
is the case as to attorneys and the medical profession. 

2. It is not right that the benchers of the Inns of Court 
should have the uncontrolled power of making rules which 
may place attorneys in a position more restricted than the 
rest of the public as to the right of admission to the bar.§ 

8. That compulsory examinations ought to be established 
as to both branches of the profession. 

4. The establishments of the Inns of Court and the Inns 
of Chancery should be, under legal control, made subservient 
to purposes of legal education. 

5. We think it is not right that barristers should be al- 
lowed to exercise the offices of registrars in bankruptcy and 
probate, of common law masters, and of solicitors to the 
public departments, without passing such examinations as 
the law has imposed on every solicitor before he can become 
qualified to be appointed to the same offices. 

6. It is not right that a barrister should be held irrespon- 
sible as to the performance of legal work, for the doing of 
which he has accepted fees, while a solicitor is held re- 
sponsible. 

The last of these resolutions then follows :— 

7. Itis not right that the rate of remuneration for the 
solicitor should be governed by fixed tariffs, whilst barris- 
ters, physicians, civil engineers, and other professional men, 
are allowed to determine for themselves their rate of remu- 
neration. 

The Leeds Executive Committee were then requested to 
prepare, for the consideration of the associated committee, 
a draft memorial, based on the above resolutions and pro- 
positions. Ata subsequent meeting a draft petition pre- 
pared by the Leeds Executive Committee was submitted 
and discussed. Several gentlemen from all parts of England 
joined our association. 

Finding that tke report of the Inns of Court Commis- 
sion was out of print, and formed rather too bulky a blue 
book for circulation, we at once resolved to print the re- 
port of that commission, to recall attention to the re- 
commendations for providing some test of educational know- 
ledge for students for the Bar. As some gentlemen present 
may not be acquainted with the composition of that com- 
mission, I may here be permitted to give the names of 
the commissioners, and to give a short extract from their 
report. 

The Chairman of that Commission was the present Lord 
Chancellor, and the other members were Sir J ohn Coleridge, 
Sir Joseph Napier, Chief Justice Cockburn, Lord Westbury, 
Sir Erskine Perry, Sir John Lefevre, Mr. Justice Keating, 
Mr. Greenwood, and the late Mr. Lavie, of our branch of 
the profession, and they were appointed “ to inquire into 
the arrangements in the Inns of Court for promoting the 
study of the law and jurisprudence, the revenues properly 
applicable, and the means most likely to secure a systematic 
and sound education for students of law, and provide satis- 
factory tests of fitness for admission to the bar.” 

After reviewing the evidence adduced before them the 
following passages occur in the report :— 

“ We have hitherto considered the question of the educa- 
cation of a barrister on general principles, and on those 
grounds alone have come to the conclusion that there ought 
to be a test both of the general and tho professional know- 
ledge of every candidate for the bar. 

** But we are fortified in this conclusion when we look to 
the course adopted by the learned professions, as well as in 
the subordinate branch of the law. 

‘‘The clergyman, the physician, the surgeon, the apothe- 
cary, a8 well as the attorney or solicitor, are all required to 
pass an examination before they are permitted to practise. 

“In every other country in Europe an educational test is 
applied to advocates, either by requiring a degree in law at 
a university or else by a distinct professional examination. 

‘‘In arriving at this conclusion with respect to the 
necessity of a test, we desire to be understood as not dis- 
paraging or undervaluing the present system of practical 
study in a barrister’s chambers, which must be admitted to 
be very efficient in fitting a student for the active duties of 
his profession; it affords, however, no facilities for the 
study of the scientific branches of legal knowledge, 
including under that term—constitutional law and legal 
history ; and civil law and jurisprudence. Some know- 
ledge of these subjects must be useful to the barrister, and 
although during the ordinary period of preparation for the 
bar it would probably be found impracticable to obtain an 
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more immediately pressing, yet there would be time enough 

to lay the foundation of this knowledge, which might be 

eompleted after the student should have been called to the 

par, and before his time became wholly absorbed by prac- 
~~" 

“ By mastering principles the student becomes more in- 
terested in and obtains a steadier grasp of practical details. 

“The most convenient method of acquiring knowledge 
of these subjects is by lectures followed by examination 
applicable both to the lectures and to the subjects generally.” 

The then sum up the matter by saying— 

“We think that considerable advantage would result to 
the bar as a liberal profession, from a better recognised and 
more definite and permanent combination of the Inns of 
Court, in reference to legal education and examinations, 
than exists at present, in respect of the Council of Legal 
Education ; and that the Inns of Court might be united in 
auniversity, still preserving their independence respectively 
4s distinct societies, with respect to their property and in- 
ternal arrangements. Such a university might not only re- 
gulate the examinations to which we have adverted, but 
night likewise confer degrees in law.” 

Then follows a scheme for a university, with a sketch of 
the course of study, and the commissioners then say— 

“We have not thought it to be within the scope of our 
commission to consider whether it would be expedient to 
associate the advocates of Doctors’ Commons with the great 
body of the profession who are members of the Inns of 
Court, but there would, as it appears to us, be very little 
difficulty in rendering them ‘constituent members of the 
university, if it were thought desirable.” 

The same remark, doubtless, applies to our branch of the 
profession. 

The Commission of 1855 had no power to inquire into the 
system of education for students intending to be attorneys, 
and they therefore omit to suggest that the attorneys should 
be allowed to share the advantages of this university. 

What has been done since this report was issued ? Practi- 
cally nothing. 

Some lectureships have been founded ; but no compulsory 
examination is required before admission to the bar. 

In the meantime, nearly a million of money has been 
received and spent by the Inns of Court, and the study of 
the law, so far as relates to the admission to the bar, is not 
materially benefited. 

Now it appears to me that there never was a time more 
opportune than the present for considering this question in 
all its bearings. 

Every institution is undergoing a searching criticism by 
the public, and their various shortcomings are being 
weighed, and why is the bar to be exempt ? 

The Inns of Court have had the opportunity of reforming 
themselves, and have not availed themselves of the oppor- 
tunity, and the time has come when we must expect Parlia. 
ment to take the matter in hand. 

There are many members, both of the bench and bar, 
who are greatly dissatisfied with the present position of 
matters ; and the scheme for a law university, open to both 
branches of the profession alike, has been favourably re- 
ived by many. 

I may mention that the Leeds Executive Committee 
waited upon the Lord Chancellor with a copy of the scheme 
we had prepared, and he expressed his general approval of 
it, and we have also had several interviews with Sir Roundell 
Palmer, who, we have reason to believe, will support the 
sheme if brought before Parliament. 

At the suggestion of the Lord Chancellor, copies of the 
scheme for a law university were sent to the various Inns of 
Courts, but, hitherto nothing has been heard from them. 
But an important movement has begun amongst the bar 
and a joint committee, consisting of some eminent members 
of the bar, together with some attorneys, is being formed, 
and a bill for the formation of a law university has been 
prepared, and we have no doubt before the end of 
the year that a scheme framed by this united committee 
will be agreed upon. 

And now I venture to ask this meeting what is to be the 
action of the leading members of our branch of the profes- 

sion. 

The Committee of the Incorporated Law Society of the 
United Kingdom, in their report, say, “ that they are not at 
present prepared to take action in the matter, even to the 
extent of petitioning the Lord Chancellor and the Houses 
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tie acquaintance with them without sacrificing objects | of Parliament in favour of this scheme.” They say the 


subject is too large to be disposed of without the most 
anxious discussion to which the council and the committee 
of its members will always willingly be parties. But the 
council consider that the opinion of the profession and the 
public is not at present sufficiently pronounced to justify 
them in attempting to procure legislation on the subject.” 

I have much pleasure in telling you how the Manchester 
Law Association have acted. ‘They have sent a donation 
of £50 towards the expenses of the association. An example 
I hope other societies will follow, and show in the most 
practical form their sympathy and interest in the move- 
ment. 

But there may be some gentlemen present who will say 
that whilst they are ready to admit the training of students 
for the bar to be objectionable and capable of great im- 
provement, that there is no just reason why the present 
greatly improved method of examining articled clerks during 
and after their apprenticeship should be abolished and a 
university course substituted. To such a person I would 
answer that our present system is clearly deficient in the 
absence of any systematic teaching, and that it is quite 
possible for an articled clerk, who may have paid a high 
premium, at the end of two years and a-half on presenting 
himself for the intermediate examination, to know simply 
and absolutely nothing of law. I would ask if there can 
be any subject more likely to promote and advance the 
character and respectability of our branch of the legal pro- 
fession than a higher standard of educational preparation 
in which, not practice, but the principles of law shall form 
a necessary part of the study ? True it is that the princi- 
ples of law do form a portion of the examination before 
admission as an attorney; butit is notorious that those 
principles are merely acquired by the reading of one or 
two treatises by the student, and that the main portion of 
an articled clerk’s apprenticeship consists in office drudgery, 
or more frequently systematic idleness, to be atoned for at 
last by weeks of anxious coaching. 

Of what class of men mainly do these consist who reflect 
little credit, or rather I should say, do discredit to our pro- 
fession by either sharp practices or even the baser tricks of 
extortion? Am I not correct in stating that in ninety-nine 
cases out of a hundred these have not only had an indifferent 
education in general knowledge, but have learned much of 
their cunning in the office of the man with whom they have 
served their apprenticeship. 

A university course with a high moral tone would have 
a decided tendency not only to improve, but to eradicate 
this class from amongst us. 

Great stress is constantly being laid on the need of a 
highly educated and enlightened bar, but is it not of ten- 
fold more importance that our braneh, who enter so much 
more closely into all the varied transactions of every grade 
of society, should be equally enlightened? The great and 
responsible duty is now cast upon us assembled at this 
meeting, because we are a meeting whose opinion must and 
will weigh, not only with the Incorporated Law Society of 
the United Kingdom, but with Parliament and the country, 
of asserting our desire, and I would fain add the stronger 
word of our fixed determination, that we will have a higher 
standard of education for those who wish to enter our 
ranks. 

You may rest assured of one thing, not only will it meet 
with the hearty approval of the country, but those who 
succeed us will bless us in the greater sphere of usefulness 
and higher status in society which our exertions will have 
earned for them 





LAW ASSOCIATION FOR THE BENEFIT OF 
WIDOWS AND FAMILIES OF PROFESSIONAL 
MEN IN THE METROPOLIS AND VICINITY. 
At the usual monthly meeting held at the hall of the In- 

corporated Law Society, in Chancery-lane, on Thursday, the 

2nd inst., the following directors being present :—Mr. Des- 
borough (Chairman); Mr. Harding, Mr. Carpenter, Mr. 

Clabon, Mr. Collisson, Mr. Kelly, Mr. Nisbet, Mr. Roberts, 

Mr. S. Smith, Mr. Thomas, Mr. Walker, Mr. Wynne, Mr. 

Whyte, and Mr. Boodle (Secretary) ; the following grants 

were made—viz., £20 to the son of a deceased member, who 

from serious illness is unable to follow his profession ; £10 
to the daughter of a deceased member, and £10 to the 
daughter of a deceased hon. member. 
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LAW STUDENTS’ DEBATING SOCIETY. 

Ata meeting of the society held on Tuesday, the 7th 
instant, Mr. Herbert in the chair, Mr. Galloway brought 
forward two motions, one relative to the mode in which 
members are balloted for ; the other for permission to mem- 
bers to introduce irrelevant matter in discussing motions 
for adjournment, both of which were lost. The secretary 
also brought forward a motion, the object of which was the 
abolition of the 6d. fine imposed upon junior members for 
non-attendance. The discussion upon this motion Jasted 
until 10 o’clock without the matter being decided, when the 
society adjourned. One new member was elected and two 
gentlemen were proposed as members. The number of 
members present was thirty-six. 








LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
LECTURES AND LAW CLASSES AT THE INCOR.- 
PORATED LAW SOCIETY. 

Mr. Fitzroy Ketry, Lecturer and Reader on Equity— 
Monday, Dec. 13, class A; Tuesday, Dec. 14, class B; 
Wednesday, Dec. 15, class C—4.30 to 6 p.m. 

No further lectures will he delivered or classes held until 
Jan. 7, 1870, lecture; Jan. 10, 1870, class. 








THE EDMUNDS’ SCANDAL. 


The arbitrators to whom the Crown’s claim against Mr. 
Edmunds was referred, and to whom also it was referred to 
make any recommendation to her Majesty’s Government on 
account of any substantive claim of Mr. Edmunds against 
the Crown, or on account of any claim against the Crown in 
consequence of the reports of Messrs. Greenwood and Hind- 
march, having sat eleven days in public, and having taken 
evidence and heard counsel, have made the following 
award :— 


‘“* We award and adjudge that, on the taking and adjusting of 
the accounts in the said order referred to, there is due by the 
said’Leonard Edmunds the sum of £8,544 18s., including the sum 
of £3,033 16s. due from him on account of fees and emoluments 
received by him in respect of the parchments’ account. 

“And we award and adjudge that there are, having regard 
to all the circumstamces, moral grounds for recommending the 
Government to relieve the said Leonard Edmunds from a part 
of the moneys due from him on account of the said fees and 
emoluments received by him in respect of the said parchments’ 
account,—that is to say, to the extent of £1,402 5s., and we re- 
coramend accordingly. 

** And we award and direct that the said Leonard Edmunds 
do pay to her Majesty the sum of £7,142 13s., being the amount 
remaining due from the said Leonard Edmunds upon the taking 
and adjusting of the said accounts, after deducting the said sum 
of £1,402 5s. And as to the said substantive claims brought 
before us by the said Leonard Kdmunds against the Crown, 
having regard to all the circumstances of the case, we make no 
recommendation to the Government in relation to any such 
claims. 

“* And as to the said suit in Chancery, we award, adjudge, 
and decree that neither party has any claim against the other in 
respect of any matters in question in the said suit not concluded 
by the said decree or by this award. 

“‘ And we further award and adjudge that each party do pay 
his own costs, as well of the said Chancery suit as of the refer- 
ence, and that the Crown and the said Leonard Edmunds do each 
pay a moiety of the costs of the award. 

**In witness whereof we have hereunto set our hands this 27th 
day of November, in the year of our Lord, 1869. 

** GEORGE DENMAN. 
“CHARLES E. PoLiock.” 

Mr. Edmunds, it wiil be remembered, had already (in 
Sept. 1864) refunded £7,872 5s, 6d.; this award, therefore, 
will bring the total to £15,014 18s. 6d. 








In the Court of Exchequer an application was made, last 
week, on behalf of Mr. Alfred Leigh, formerly an attorney of 
Warrington, to be re-placed on the rolls. He was struck off in 
1864, for misconduct in obtaining £130 from an old and illi- 
terate farmer on false pretences. He had suffered six months’ 
imprisonment in Flint Gaol, and had returned £70 to the old 
man, and counsel submitted that he should be reinstated, as 
having purgd his offence. The Lord Chief Baron said the 
Court would not be doing their duty if they placed such a man 
ina position to obtain the trust and confidence of clients, and 
the rule was discharged, 








PUBLIC COMPANIES. 


GOVERNMENT FUNDS. 
Last Quotation, Dec. 10, 1869. 

(From the Oficial List of the actual business transacted.) 
8 per Cent. Consols, 92} Annuities, April, 785, [1 15-15 
Ditto for Account, Jan. 6, 923 Do. (Red Sea T.) Aug. 1908 
3 per Cent. Reduced 923 Ex Bills, £1000, — per Ct. 7 pm 
New 3 per Cent., 92} Ditto, £500, DD) —-7 pm 
Do. 34 per Cent., Jan. 794 Nitto, £100 & £200, —7pm 
Do. 24 per Cent., Jan. ’94 76 Bank of England Stock, 43 per 
Do. 5 per Cent., Jan. 73 Ct. (last half-year) 238 
Annuities, Jan, ’80 — ! Ditto for Account, 


INDIAN GOVERNMENT SECURITIES. 
{ndiaStk.,104p Ct.Apr.’74, 213 Ind, Enf. Pr., 5pC., Jan.’72 '05 
Ditto for Account Ditto, 54 per Cent., May,’79 11g: 
Ditto 5per Cent.,July, ’80 115 Ditto Debentures, per Cent., 
Ditto for Account, — April,’64— 

Ditto 4 per Ceat., Oct. ’88 1005 Do. Do., 5 per Cent., Aug. ’73 1043 
Ditto, ditto, Certificates, — Do. Bonds, 4 per Ct., £1000 25 pm 
Ditto Enfaced Ppr., 4 per Cent.92 | Ditto, ditto, under £1000, 25pm 





RAILWAY STOCK, 
































Shres.| Railways. Paid, |Closinz prices 
| baie 

Stock | Bristol and Exeter .......ccccescccssssessersseee 100 73 
StOCK | Caledomian...sse scores seesersesseeees 100 79 
Stock | Glasgow and South-Western ., 100 105 
Stock | Great Eastern Ordinary Stock 100 374 
Stock| Do.,East Anglian Stock, No.2 100 7 
Stock | Great Northern wcccceeceeseseee ees 100 1083 
SCOCK | DO., A StOCK® ..ccrccccrsesserccscocsccceresces| 100 1084 
Stock | Great Southern and Western of Ireland 100 93 
Stock | Great Western—Uriginal ......ccccessveree 100 56 
Stock! Do.,West Midland—Oxford -| 100 35 
Stock | Do.,do0.—NeWPpoOrt weecoseere 100 33 
Stock | Lancashire and Yorkshire 100 127 
Stock | London, Brighton, and South Coast.. 100 47} 
Stock |} London,Chatham, and Dover........ 100 15 
Stock | London and North-Western.,..... 100 122 
Stock |} Lyndon and South-Western ...... «|, 100 9t 
Stock | Manchester, Sheffield, and Lincoln 100 35 
Stock | Metropolitan......cssscresseseesovsessee 108 845 
BON | MAMAN car ssavnpssicssiccsscaseoiecesses 100 120 
Stock} Do., Birmingham and Derby . 100 87 
Stock | North British ... one - 100 33: 
Stock | North London ... 10 120 
Stock | North Staffordshi -| 100 585 
Stock | South Devon ......... 100 2 
Stock |} South-Eastern . evee | LOO 7 
eg 2. ae ahuntenneees asses 1v0 156 











* A receives no dividend until6 per cent, has been paid to: B, 








INSURANCE COMPANIES. 
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| Price 
No. of} Dividend | | per 
Shares] per annum Names. ‘Shares.! Paid. | share, 











£ +. 


20000] 56178 6d pc! Legal & General Life .., 50 | 4% 0 
20000} 4/128 6d pe} London & Provincial Law 50 | 4 17 
40000] 6 per cent) North Brit. & Mercantile 50 | 6 5 
2500] 124 & bns} Provident Life .., «. 100 |10 0 
689220) 20 per cent) Royal Exchange... 


£ \£ 6. 4, a, 
5000] 5 pe & bs} Clerical,Med.& Gen. Life’ 100 (10 0 O/21 2 6 
4000} 40 pce & bs} County .., eee ee) 100 [10 0 O}85 0 0 
34440] 5 pe & bs} Eagle ove ove -/ 50/5 0 0] 6 12 6 
10000] 77 2s 6d pe| Equityand Law... - 100 |}6 0 O}7F IL 8 
20000) 71 2s 6d pe| English & Scot, Law Life 50 |310 0} 5 5 0 
2700) Sper cent} Equitable Reversionary... 105 |  .. 9800 
4600] 5 percent) Do. New... ove eee 50 50 0 O 
5000] 5& 3pshb| Gresham Life... sine 20,5 0 0 
20000} 5 pér cent{ Guardian ... eve ve 100 [50 0 O51 10 
20000] 6 per cent) Home &Col. Ass.,Limt2. 50 | 5 0 0} 3 tu 
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Monezy Marker And City INTELLIGENCE. 

Consuls have been almost without movement during the 
week. Railways have been increasingly buoyant. Foreign 
securities, which at first were following the lead of the railways, 
subsequently declined upon unfavourable foreign advices. Lt is 
understood that the telegraphs will not be taken over until the 
end of January. 

The Briton Medical and General Life Association has put 
forth a detailed statement of its assets, investments, and 
liabilities. ‘The transactions of the past year are stated to have 
resulted in the addition of £45,000 to tho assets. 


Wiis oy DecnAsep Lawyens.—The will of Mr. William 
John Law, formerly Chief Commissioner of the Insolvent 
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Debtors’ Court, was proved in the London Court on the 16th 
November, his personalty being sworn under £45,000. The 
executors and trustees are Mr. Franklin Lushington, a barrister 
of the Inner Temple, who has just been appointed a metropolitan 
police magistrate ; and Mr. Markham John Law, also a barrister 
of the Inner Temple, a son of the deceased gentleman. He has 
bequeathed his law-books to such one of his sons ‘as may em- 
brace the profession of the law.—The personalty of the late Mr. 
Robert Greene Bradley, J.P., late a bencher of Gray’s Inn, has 
been sworn in the Probate Court of Lancaster as under £25,000. 
He has left complimentary legacies to George Long, sen., and 
Mr. Thomas Greenwood, benchers of Gray’s Inn, and also to 
Lord Romilly.—The will of Mr. John Goble Blake, F.S.A., 
formerly a member of the firm of White, Blake, Tylee, & 
Fawkener, solicitors, of Essex-street, Strand, has been proved 
under £50,000. 

Srockrport.—The Lord Chancellor has appointed Mr. John 
Johnston, of Stockport, solicitor, a commissioner to administer 
oaths in chancery in England. By the deaths of Mr. John 
Boothroyd and Mr. T. M. Ferns, the number of commissioners 
in the borough was reduced to three—viz., Mr. Coppock, Mr. 
William Smith, and Mr. J. L. Vaughan. The appointment 
of another commissioner will be a public convenience for 

roving wills, and for other acts formerly required to be done 

efore a Master Extraordinary in Chancery.—Stockport and 
Cheshire County News. 

NEWCASTLE AND GATESHEAD Law SocrEty.—At the 
forty-third annual meeting of this society, held at Newcastle on 
the 2nd of December, the following gentlemen were elected 
members—viz., Messrs. Frederick Hewison, Alfred J. Blount, 
C. J. Garbutt, W. G. Davies, J. Gs Joel, Nathaniel Dunn, and 
John Barr. The following gentlemen were the officers elected 
for the ensuing year:—Mr. James Radford, solicitor, Gates- 
head, president; Mr. William Stephen Daglish, solicitor, New- 
castle, vice-president ; Mr. Robert Richardson Dees, solicitor, 
Newcastle, treasurer; and Mr. Thomas George Gibson, solicitor, 
Newcastle, secretary. 

A Wise ANSWER.—The celebrated Aboo Yusuph, who was 
chief judge of Bagdad in the reign of the Caliph Hadee, was a 
very remarkable instance of that humility which distinguishes 
true wisdom. His sense of his own deficiencies often led him 
to entertain doubts, where men of less knowledge and more 
presumption were decided. It is related of this judge that, on 
one occasion, after a very patient investigation of facts, he de- 
clared that his knowledge was not competent to decide upon the 
case before him. ‘ Pray, do you expect,’ said a pert courtier, 
who heard this declaration, ‘‘the Caliph is to pay your ignor- 
ance’’’ ‘T do not,’ was the mild reply, “the Caliph pays 
me, and well, for what I do know: if he were to attempt to pay 
me for what I do not know, the treasures of his empire would 
not suflice.’’—Malcolm’s Persia. 





BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 


BIRTHS. 
BURN—On Dec. 7, at No. 7, Angell-terrace, Brixton, the wife of Geo- 
Roddam Burn, Solicitor, of Doctors’-commons, of a son. 


MARRIAGES. 
WEBSTER—DALTON—On Oct. 16, at Rauchie, Chota Nagpore, George 
Kennedy Webster, B.C.S., Barrister-at-Law, to Fanny Amelia Olivia, 
daughter of G. Tuite Dalton, Esq., of Eurika, Kells, County Meath. 


DEATHS. 

CHURCH—On Dec. 2, at 54, Denbigh-street, Pimlico, S.W., Mr. Fred- 
erick Church, for many years the faithful and confidential Clerk of 
Charles P. Froom, Esq. 

CRAIG—On Dec. 4, at Chelsea, Richard Forssteen Craig, ouly son of 
Richard Davis Craig, Esq., Q.C., aged 23. 

HANNEN—On Nov. 29, at 49, Lancaster-gate, Emma Susan, the second 
daughter of the Hon. Mr. Justice Hannen, aged 15. 

LAWTON—On cee. 1, at Nunthorpe, George Lawton, Esq., a Proctor 
of the Ecclesiastical Courts of York, aged 90. 

YOUNG—On Dee. 1, suddenly, at 23, Russell-square, Henry Young, 
Esq., of Essex-street, and Sudbury-grove, Harrow, in his 72nd year. 





BreakPast.—Eprra's Cocoa.—GRaATEFUL AND ComrortTING.—The very 
agreeable character of this preparation has rendered it a general favour - 
ite. The ‘* Civil Service Gazette’? remarks:—* By a thorough know- 
ledge of the natural laws which govern the operations of digestion and 
nutrition, and by a careful application of the fine properties of well- 
selected cocoa, Mr. Epps has provided our breaktast tables with a deli- 
cately flavoured beverage which may save us many heavy doctors’ bills.” 
Made simply with boiling water or milk. Sold only in tin-lined packets, 
labelled —James Evrs & Co,, Homaopathic Chemists, London.—(Apvr. ) 


LONDON GAZETTES. 
UMinding up of Foint-Stork Conypanies. 
Friar, Dee. 3, 1869, 

LimiTeD IN CHANCERY, 

London Depository Company (Limited).—Petition for winding up, pre- 
sented Dec 1, directed to be heard before Vice-Chancellor James on 
Dee 18. Lewis & Co, Old Jewry, solicitors for the petitioner, 

River Steamer Company (Limited),~Creditors are required, on or be- 
fore March 30, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars 


| 











of their debts or claims, to Robert Fletcher, 2, Moorgate-st. FridaY> 
April 15, at 12, is appointed for hearing and adjudicating upon th® 
debts and claims. 

Rochdale Theatre Company (Limited).—Creditors are required, on er 
before Dec 21, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars 
of their debts or claims, to Joseph Butterworth, Rechdale. Tuesday, 
Jan 11, at 12, is appointed for hearing and adjudicating upon the debts 
and claims. 

Woodhouse Colliery Company (Limited).—Vice-Chancellor James has, 
by an order dated Nov 25, ordered that the voluntary winding up of 
the above company be continued. Poole & Hughes, Lincoln’s-inn, 
solicitors for the petitioners. 

UNLIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

Family Endowment Life Assurance and Annuity Society.—Vice-Chan- 
cellor James has, by an order dated Nov 24, ordered that the above 
company be wound up. Clayton & Sons, Lancaster-pl, Strand, soli- 
citor for the petitioner. 

Kent Mutual Assurance Society.—Petition for winding up, presented Dee 
1, directed to be heard before Vice-Chancellor James on Dec 18. 
Herbert, New-inn, Strand, solicitor for the petitioner. 

National Provincial Life Assuranee Society.—Petition for winding up, 
presented Dec 2, directed to be heard before Vice-Chancellor James on 
Dec 11. Deane & Chubb, South-sq, Gray’s-inn, solicitors for the peti- 
tioner. 

Times Life Assurance and Guarantee Company.—Petition for winding 
up, presented Dec 1, directed to be heard before Vice-Chancellor Malins 
on Dec 17. Lindo, King’s Artas-yd, Moorgate-st, solicitors for th 
petitioner. 

United Ports and General Insurance Company.—Vice-Chancellor James 
has fixed Wednesday, Dec 8, at 12, at his chambers, for the appoint- 
ment of an official liquidator. 

TvueEspDar, Dec. 7, 1869. 
UNLIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

Brampton and Longtown Railway Company.—Petition for winding up, 
presented Dec 2, directed to be heard before Vice-Chancellor James 
on Dec 18. Ashurst & Co, Old Jewry, solicitors for the petitioner. 

Times Life Assurance and Guarantee Company.—Petition for winding 
up, presented Dec 6, directed to be heard before Vice-Chancellor 
Malins on Dec 17. Chilton & Co, Chancery-lane, for W. & A. F. 
Morgan, Birm, solicitors for the petitioner. 


Friendly Societies Bissolvev 
Fripay, Dec. 3, 1869, 
Court Selwood Oak (No. 1946) Ancient Order of Foresters Friendly So- 
ciety, Angel Inn, Frome, Somerset. Dec 1. 
Loyal Nelson Oddfellows Friendly Society, Royal Oak Inn, Woodside, 
Worcestershire. Decl. 
Tuespay, Dec. 7, 1869, - 
Brotherly Union Society, Cock and Magpie Tavern, Wilson-st, Finsbury. 
Dec 3. 
Grosvenor’s Pride A.O.S. Society, Safe Harbour Tavern, Arbour-st West, 
Commercial-rd East. Dec 3, 


Crevitors under Estates in Chancery. 
Last Day of Proof. 
Fripay, Dec. 3, 1869. 


Diesch, Andrew, Weymouth, Dorset, Watchmaker. Dec 22. Davis » 
Oakley, V.C. Stuart. Howard, Weymouth. 
Gilkes, Wm, Leominster, Herefordshire, Chenrist. Dec 22. Main- 


waring v Gilkes, V.C. Stuart. Ward, Leominster. 

Hughes, Thos, Abergele, Denbigh, Draper. Dec 30. 
V.C. James. Bagshaw & Wigglesworth, Manch. 

Pearson, Jonathan, Low Park, Cumberland, Yeoman, 
v Pearson, V.C. Stuart. Thompson, Workington. 

Rigg, Thos, Cargc, Camberland, Cattle Dealer. Jan 1. 
Timperon, V.C. Stuart. Mounsey, Carlisle. 

Rumbold, Sir Carlo Arthur Hy, Tortola, West Indies. March t. Re 
Rumbold, V.C. Stuart. Hensman & Nicholson, COllege-hill, Cannon-st. 

Thomas, Thos, Llanfair, Cardiganshire, Esq. Jan1l, Thomas rv Thomas, 
V.C. Malins. Lloyd, Liandyssul. 

Veale, Rev Wm, Trevayler, Cornwall, Clerk. Dec 30. Hille Fitzgerald, 
M.R. Gregory & Co, Bedford-row. 

Williams, Robt Wm Tindal, Swansea, Glamorganshire, Gent. Dee 30. 
Lucas v Lucas, V.C. Stuart. David, Swansea. 

Tvuespay, Dec. 7, 1869. 

Fraser, Colonel Alick John. Jan 3. Duguid v Fraser, V.C. Stuart, 
Clarke & Co, Coleman-st. 

Jarmain, Thos, Old-st-rd, St Lukes, Publican. Jan 1. 
main, V.C. Malins. Clarke, Coleman-st. 

Jones, Letitia, Hastings, Sussex, Spinster. Jan 1. Boys ¢ Jones, V.C. 
Stuart. Boys & Tweedies, Lincoln's-inn-fields. 

Kallender, Frederica Frances, Erith, Kent, Spinster. Dec 30. Kallen- 
der v Tipple, V.C. Stuart. Futvoye, John-st, Bedford-row. 

Powell, Wm, Lianvaes, Brecon, Gent. Jan 15, Powell » Powell, V.C. 
Stuart. Phillips, Brecon. 

Rogers, Mary, Mornington-rd, Regent’s-pk, Widow. Jan 1. Boys @ 
Jones, V.C. Stuart. Boys & Tweedies, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, 

Rowan, Andrew, jun, Scarborough, York, Homwopathic Chemist. Dee 
23. Smith e Rowan, V.C. James. Capes & Chadwick, Carter-lane, 
Doctors’-commons. 

Salvage, Wm, Isleworth, Middx, Grocer. 
Y¥.C. Malins. Mason, Newgate-st. 

Slater, John, Hawkshead, Lancashire, Gent. Jan 1. Walker e Slater, 
V.C. Malins. Norton, Gresham-bldgs, Basinghall-st. 

Smith, Wm, Penkridge, Staffordshire, Farmer. Dee 25. 
V.0. James, Ryland, Lincoln’s-inn-fields. 

Stamp, Mary Eliza, Exeter, Widow. Jan 15, 
Stuart. Truscott, Exeter. 

Tucker, Saal, Allington, Dorset. Jan 10, 
Stuart. Venning & Co, Tokenhouse-yd. 


Credttore under 22 & 23 Piet. cap. 35. 
Last Day of Claim, 
Fawar, Dec. 3, 1869. 
Barnes, Geo, Tally Colyn Issa, Carmarthen, Farmer, Jan3i, Stallard, 
Worcester. 
Barton, John Thos Simpson, Boston, 
Staniland & Wigelsworth, Boston, 


Watts v Hughes, 
Jan 10. Pearson 


Armstrong v 





Jarmaia v Jar- 


Jan 8, Eagleton e Salvage, 
Smith ¢ Smith, 


Stamp e Stamp, V.C. 


Tucker e Wallbridge, V.C. 


Lincoln, Innkeeper. Jan 1 
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Blagborne, Maria, Huddersfield, Spinster. Jan 1. ag >” ee. 

Bliss, Joseph, Thrupp, Northampto m, Farmer. Dec 27. Roche. 
Daventry. 

Browne, Arthur Marmaduke Franklin, Richmond Cappoquin, Water- 
ford, Clerk in Holy Orders. Jan 7. Hughes & Son, Bedford-st, 
Covent-garden. 


Crane, Chas Joshua, Bath-pl, Kensington, Esq. March 1. Uptons & | 


0, Austin- 

peg Edward “Christopher, Mountfield Court, Sussex, M. P. Jan 
15. Lingard & Rowell, Manch. 

Elwyn, Hy Septvans, Coleshill-st, Pimlico, Gent. Dec 31. Nash & Co 
Suffolk-lane, Cannon-st. 

Harker, Robt, Seamer, York, Gardener. Jan}. Nesfield,Scarborough. 

Hawkins, Robt Ralph a, Old-sq, Lincoln’s-inn, Barrister-at-Law. 
Jan 31. Hawkins, Saville-row 

Ivatts, Thos, White-st, Southwark, Licensed Victualler. Jan 1. Saf- 
fery & Huntley, Tooley-st, Southwark. 

Jackson, John, Fairfield, York, Esq. Jan 29. Hunton, Richmond.- 

Kent, John, Goodwood, Sussex, Yeomar. March25. Powell & Arnold, 
Chichester. 

Mendham, Rev John, Clophill Rectory, Bedford. Dec 31. Nash & Co, 
Suffolk-lane, Cannon-st. 

Richards, Rev Thos Miller, Alcombe, Somerset. Feb1. Barlow & Co, 
Essex-st, Strand. 

Sherwood, Jas, + ie Hartlepool. Durham, Plumber. Jan 7. Fryer, 
West Hartlepoo 

—- Geo, — Sheffield, York, Coal Leader. Dee 15. Sugg, 
Sheffield 

Starling, Wm, Newport, Isle of Wight, Hatter. Jan 31. 
port. 

Strong, Clement Wm, Albany, Piccadilly, Colonel. Jan 1. 
Court-yard, Albany. 

Walker, John, Little Heath, Hertford, Barrister-at-Law. 
Webster, Essex-st, Strand. 

Wilkinson, Fredk Augustus, St Paul’s-pl, Ball’s-pond. Jan 1. 
den & Treherne, Bedford-row. 

Wells, Chas, Nottingham, Gent. Dec 22. Smith, Nottingham. 


Tuxrspay, Dec. 7, 1869. 
Banks, Joseph, Asenby, York, Gent. Jan5. Richardson, Thirsk 


Hemsley, 
Feb 23. 
Gads- 


Daintry, a John, North Rode, Cheshire, Clerk. Feb 1. Challinor 
Co, Lee 

Eaden, Eliza, Sheffield, Widow. Jan 8. Gainsford & Bramley, 
Sheffield. 

Gore, Hon Sir Chas, Royal Hospital, Chelsea, General. Jan {5. Budd 
& Son, Bedford-row, 

Jones, Wm, Whiscall, Salop, Farmer. Dec 24. Barker, Wem. 

Redmond, Jas, King-sq, Goswell-rd, Watch-case Maker. Jan 7. 
Brooks, New North-rd. 

Steel, Ann, Lpool, Widow. Dec 3i. Holden & Cleaver, Lpool. 

Watson, Thos, Thornhill, York, General Dealer. Feb 7. Haigh, Hor- 

bury, or W: akefield. 


@eeds registereO pursuant to Bankruptcy Act, 1861. 


Fray, Dec. 3, 1869. 

Anning, Sidney Chas, High-st, Hornsey, Gas Fitter. Nov 15. Comp. 
Reg Dec 3. 

Askham, Joseph, Wm Askham, & Chas Askham, Oldham, Lancashire, 
Brickiayers. Nov 17. Asst. Reg Dec 1. 

Atkinson, Edward, Old Bond-st, Perfumer. Nov ll. Comp, Reg Dec 2, 

— Wm Hy, Leeds, Woollen Merchant, Nov 16. Asst. Reg 

ec 2. 

Auld, Jas, Minch, Confectioner. Nov 5. Comp. Reg Nov 30. 

Beak, John, & Joshua ee King-st, Hammersmith, Drapers. 
Nov 4. Comp. Reg Dec 2 

Benkam, Joseph, Brompton-rd, Knightsbridge, Livery-stable Keeper. 
Nov9. Comp. Reg Nov 

Billinghurst, John, Baghton § Sussex, Cheesemonger. 

g Dec 1. 

Bird, Geo, Birm, Boot Maker. 

Bowker, 8am], Lavender Hill, 
Reg Dec 2, 

Broomhead, Sam], Ashton-under-Lyne, Lancashire, Joiner. 
Comp. Reg Dec |. 

Chandler, Hy Parry, Berners-st, Oxford-st, Surgical Instrument Maker. 
Nov 25. Comp. Reg Dec 1. 

Ciayton, Leonard, John Clayton, & Peter Ciayton, Manch, Cotton 
Manufacturers. Nov 25. Asst. Reg Dec 3. 

Cooke, Lewis, Isle of Wight, Butcher. Nov 29. Comp. Reg Dec 3. 

Crosier, Joseph, Tyne Dock, Durham, Outfitter. Nov 10. Comp. 


Reg Dec 2. 
Davies. Sarah, Clydach, Glamorgan, Widow. Oct 4. 
Dec 2. 


Nov 12. Comp. 


Nov 29. Comp. Reg Dec 1. 
Battersea, Builder. Nov 29. Comp. 


Nov 25. 


Asst. Reg 


Davies, Edmund, Tonypandy, Glamorgan, Grocer. Nov 24. 
Reg Dec! 

Davis, Elias, North Shields, Northumberland, Clock Maker. 
Comp. Reg Dec 3. 

Dawber, Jas Kirke, Grantham, Lincoln, Coal Merchant. 
Comp. Reg Nov 30. 

Dews, Philip, York, Manufacturer, Nov4. Asst. Reg Dec 2. 

Dickinson, Wm, sen, & Wm Dickinson, jnn, Burnley, Lancashire, Fur- 
niture Dealers. Nov 5 Asst. Reg Dec 2. 

Dyson, Geo, Rastrick, York, Stonemason. Nov 1}. Conv. 

Edwards, Jobn, Ludgyan, Cornwall, Grocer. Nov 1. 
Dec 3. 

Edwards, “+ ie Ludgyan, Cornwa)l, Draper. Nov 1. 
ae Bor 4 pe 

on ness Worthing, Sussex, Jeweller, Nov 4. Comp. Reg 
Nov 2 

Eustace, Edward, Warrington, La Watchmaker. 
Comp. Reg Nov 29, 

Fion, Jas Abraham, Hope-st, 
Nov 17. Comp. Reg Nov #. 

Fogg, aa Wigan, Lancashire, Boot Dealer, 
Now 2 

Fuller, Ten Queen’s-ter, East Greenwich, Chemist. 

a leg Dec . 


Comp. 
Nov 10. 
Oct 25, 


Reg Dec 3. 
Asst. Reg 


Inspectorship. 





hire, Oct 28. 
York-rd, Battersea, Provision Dealer, 
Oct 26. 


Asst. Reg 


Nov 22. Comp. 


Mew, New- i 





>= 
Garman, Jas Burton, Litcham, Norfolk, Grocer. Oct 30. Asst, Reg 
Hallowell Joseph, Laister Dyke, York,Card Maker. Nov 18. Comp, 
Hartley, Thos Waters, Aldermanbury,Comm Agent. Nov 2, Comp, 
Hil hes He Hobson, Kingston-upon-Hull, Coal Merchant. Nov2. Asst, 
nist Raha, Fountain-ct, Strand, Licensed Victualler. Oct 26, 
Hodgson, Fm tay Aldoth, Cumberland, Farmer. Nov 6. Asst. Reg 
“aes, Thos, Kirkbride, Cumberland, Farmer. Nov9. Asst. Reg 
Bruner, Edward, eae, Cement Manufacturer. Oct 26, 
Be nnn Jock. Gh Chalford, Oxford, Carpenter. Nov 24. Comp. Reg 


ec 2, 
Kendal, Jas, Brooklands, Cheshire, out of business. Nov 22. Asst' 


Reg Dec 1. 
Lake, John, jun, Clinton-rd, Grove-rd, Bow, Builder. Nov 24. Comp, 
Reg Nov 30. 

La -— Cripps, Henley-on-Thames, Oxford, Painter. Oct ll, 


Mensager, Aen _ Painter. Nov 18. Comp, 
Moore, Jas, Worth Walsham,j Norfolk. Stone Mason. Nov 6. Asst, 
Morgan Saml, Horsley Heath, Stafford, Grocer. Nov 30. Comp, 
Nov ll, 


Asst. 


Reg Dec 1. 

Morris, wm, Great Bolton, Lancashire, Waste Dealer. 
Reg Dec 3. 

Neale, Thos, Scrooby, Nottiagham, Farmer. Nov 4. 


Comp. 


Re 

Dec . 

Newsome, John, Baildon-green, nr Leeds, Stone Mason. Novll. Ast, 
Reg Dec 

Palfreman, Joseph, Plumstead, Kent, Cheesemonger. Nov 18. Comp. 
Reg Nov 27. 

Pawley, Robt John, Three-turn-passage, Ivy-lane, Gasfitter. Oct 30, 
Comp. Reg Dec 2. 

Philpott, Chas sas, High-st, Bloomsbury, Leather Dresser. Nov 10, 
Comp. Reg Dec 

Proud, Bt Lancashire,Farmer. Nov 10, Asst. Reg 
Dec 

Randall, Chas, Wellingborough, Northampton, Shoe Manufacturer, 
Nov 6. Asst. Reg Dec}. 

Ray, Matthew, & Thos Banbury, Palk-rd, Winstanley-rd, Battersea, 
Builders. Nov13. Comp. Reg Dec 1. 

Robinson, John, Manch, Coach Builder. Nov 13. Comp. Reg Dec?. 

eo John, Oldham, Lancashire, Doubler. Nov4. Asst. Reg 
Nov 

Siddall. ‘Sami Broadbent, South Shields, Durham, Lessee of Music Hall, 
Nov 18 Comp. Reg Dec 2 

Simpson, Joseph, “ate Upper North-st, Poplar, Corn Dealer. Nov4, 
Comp. Reg Dec 

Smith, Edward a, Birm. Boot Dealer. Nov 15. Comp. Reg 
Nov 30. 

Southwood, Hy ee, Orkney-st, Nov l. 
Asst, Reg Dec 2 

Stacey, Enoch, Sheffield, Blockmaker. Nov 4. Asst. Reg Decl. 

Stride, Jas, Cottingham-rd, Hornseg-rd, Brich Maker, Nov 22. Comp. 
teg Nov 

Taylor, Wm, Torquay, Devon, Fruiterer. Nov13. Comp. Reg Dec 2 

Thomas, Alfd, Lpool, Oil Dealer. Nov 9. Comp. Reg Nov 30. 

Tomlinson, John, Birm, Beer Retailer. Nov 23, Comp. Reg Nov 30, 

ang John Goodier, Manch, Corn Factor. Nov 4. Comp. Reg 


Battersea, Grocer. 


Vinall, ‘John, Eastbourne, Sussex, Paperhanger. Nov3. Asst. Reg 
Nov 3 
Wolverhampton, Stafford, Draper. Nov 5. Comp. 


Novl6. Comp. Reg Nov. 
Nov 25. Comp. Reg 


c 2, 
Wildig, a Landport, Hants, Hardwareman. Nov 27. Comp. Reg 
Nov 3 


0. 
Wake, Wm Jull, 
Reg Dec 1. 
Walter, Wm, Marden, Kent, Plumber. 
Whale, Benj, Oldbury, Worcester, Miner, 


Tuxrspay, Dec, 7, 1869, 

Barber, Jas Fogg, Ashton-under-Lyne, out of business, Nov 8. Asst. 
Reg Dec 4 

Beach, John, King’s-ter, Stanley-bridge, Fulham, Grocer. Nov %4 
Asst. Reg Dec 6. 

Burton, Geo, Southtown, Suffolk, Licensed Victualler. Nov 10. Asst. 
Reg Dec 6. 

Ceffala, Gerasimo, & Caralambo Ceffala, Manch, Merchants. Dec 2. 
Comp. Reg Dec 6. 

Clarke, Wm, Leicester, Builder. Nov 17, 

= ne St Mary-at-Hill, Cork Merchant. 


Comp. Reg Dec 7. 
Nov 1}. Comp. Reg 


Nov 9. Comp. Reg 
Nov 17. Comp. Reg 
Nov 12. Asst. Reg 


cece, John, Stockton-on-Tees, Durham, Joiner, 
Dec 

aan Jas, Jamaica-rd, Bermondsey, Grocer. 
Jec 

Deadman, Jeremiah, Reigate, Surrey, Builder, 
Dec 

De Therry, Ernest Sanier, Lower John-st, Golden-sq, Wine Merchant. 
Nov 26. Comp. Keg Dec 4, 

Falding, Jas Bennett, Leicester, Leather Merchant. Nov 15. Comp. 
Reg Dec 6, 

Firth, Hy, Ossett, York, Joiner. Nov 9 Comp. Reg Dec 3. 

7 Wm, High Holborn, Coffee-house Keoper. Decl, Asst. 
Dec 

Grose, “jltred, Oxford, Grocer. Nov 12. Asst. Reg Dec 3 

Hall, John Morgan, Cardiff, ~ cates Agricultural Implement Dealer. 
Nov 12. Asst. Reg Dec7 

Halshead, Jas, Bury, Lancashire, Draper. Nov4. Asst. Reg Dec 2. 

Haultaufderhyde, Jas, Lpool, Tailor, Nov 25. Asst. Reg Deo 3. 

Hedgecock, Geo, Aylesford, Kent, Farmer. Nov 25, Comp. Reg 
Dec 6, 


Reg 
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How, Robt, Mare-st, Hackney, Draper. Nov 8. Asst. Reg Dec 6, 

Hudson, Jas, Thirsk, Yorkshire, Innkeeper. Nov ll. Asst. Reg Dec 6. 

Hull, John, Elton Lodge, Huntingdon, Farmer. Nov 8. Asst. Reg 
Dec 6. 

Jones, John, Birm, Draper. Nov 22. Asst. Reg Dec 3 

Jones, Hy, Ystrad, Glamorgan, Ironmonger. Nov 18; Comp. 
Dec 4. 

Jones, Hy, Manch, Hairdressor. Nov 30. Conv. Reg Dec 6 

Kenyon, Chas, Blackburn, Lancashire, Stonemason. Nov 1. 


Reg 


Asst. Reg 


Dec 6. 
Kerckhove, Fras, Cardington-st, Hampstead-rd, Wood Carver. Nov 5. 
Comp. Reg Dec 3, 
Kerr, Jas, Leicester, Draper. Nov 20. Asst. Reg Dec 4 
Kerr, Wm, Nailstone, Leicester, Draper. Nov 24. Asst. "Reg Dec 4. 
Kirkham, Dennis, Norwich, Cabinet Maker. Oct 29. Asst. Reg Dec 3. 


Laport, John, Spitalfields Market, Salesman. Nov 25. Comp. Reg 
Dec 6. : 
Leers, Chas, Watling-st, Woollen Warehouseman. Decl. Comp. Reg 


Dec 3. 
Lyde, Edwd, Trump-st, Woollen Warehouseman. Nov 9, Comp. Reg 
6 
Sept 11. 


Dec 

Marsh, 5 oseph, eeaemenene, Staffordshire, Watchmaker. Nov 15. 
Comp. Reg 

May, Geo Edwa, Ente Hackney, Butcher. Dec3. Comp. Reg 


Dec 6. 

sere. Wn, Christleton, Chester, Builder. Nov 15. 
Dec 3 

Massimo, Joseph, ie Shields, Northumberland, Ship Chandler. Nov 
1. Asst. Reg Dec 

McAlpin, Eliz, hates, Hosier. Nov 22. Comp. Reg Dec 4 

McDonagh, Thos, eed Yorkshire, Provision Merchant. 
Comp. Reg Dec 

oo 4 Nantwich, Cheshire, Watchmaker. Nov 10. Asst. Reg 


Nov 24. 


ec 6. 
a Wy Wm Hy, Plymouth, Lithographer. Asst. Reg 


Comp. Reg 


‘Nov 22. 


Pay Michael, Bradford, Yorkshire, Printer. Comp. Reg 


ec 6. 
Nettleton, Oliver, Ossett, Yorkshire, Manufacturer. Nov 9. Comp. Reg 
Dec 6 


ec 6. 
Nicholson, Anthony Wigham, Manch, Yarn Dealer. Dee 4. Comp. 
Reg Dec 7 
Norton, John, Radford, Notts, Grocer. Nov12. Asst. Reg Dec 6. 
Owen, John, Burnley, Lancashire, Leather Cutter, Nov 22. Comp. 


Reg Dec 4. 
Parry, David, Wrexham, Denbighshire, Grocer. Oct 30. Asst. 
Dec 4. 
Peake, John, Lpool, Grecer. Dec 2. Comp. Reg Dec 4. 
Phillips, John Jas, Falmouth, Cornwall, Shipwright. Nov 13. Asst: 
Reg Dec 6. 
Phillips, Thos Hodgen, Lpool, Plumber. Dec 2. Comp. Reg Dec 6. 
Rathbone, Thos, Leamington Priors, Warwick, Greengrocer. Nov 10, 
Comp. Reg Dec 7. 
> Arthur Gest, Rochester, Kent, Baker. 
c 6. 


Reg 


Nov 18. Comp. Reg 


Rigby, am Pemberton, Lancashire, Mitler. Nov 13. Asst. Reg 
Dec 6. 
Rule, Hannah, Dover, Kent, Pastrycook. Nov 6. Asst. Reg Dec 4 


Samson, Wm Murray, & Josiah Marling Apperly, Trowbridge, W ilts, 
Woollen Merchants. Nov 10. Asst. Reg Dec 6 

Serle, Helen Mary, Cheltenham, Gloucestershire, Widow. Dec 6. Asst 
Dec 


Smith, ‘ay Jas, High Holborn, Shell Fish Merchant. Nov 22. Comp. 
Reg Dec 3. 

Soldat, August, Lpool, Surgeon. Nov 25. Comp. Reg Dec 2, 

Stanley, Eliz 5a Ann, Leominster, Herefordshire, Widow. Nov 16, 
Comp. Reg Dec 

Taylor, Saml Gongs Oldbury, Worcester, Edge Tool Maker. Nov 3. 
Comp. Reg Dec 6, 

Tucker, Richd, Euston-road, Coach Builder. Dec 3. Comp. Reg Dec 7. 

Urwin, Thos, Hetton-le-Hole, ‘Durham, Draper. Oct 29. Asst. Reg 


Nov 29, Comp. 


Nov 17. Conv. Reg Dec 4, 
Regent’s-park, Clerk. Nov 30. 


Dec 6. 

Varceoe, Ralph Oxenberry, Stratford, Essex, Builder. 
Reg Dec 4, 

Walker, Jas, Pudsey, York, Currier. 

Wastie, Fredk Richd, Ordnance-road, 
Comp. Reg Dec 3. 

Wasepenan Jas, Radcliffe, nr Manch, Dyer. 

dec 6. 


Nov 8. Asst. Reg 


White, Jas, Upper Hardes, Kent, Baker. Dec6. Comp. Reg Dec 6. 
Wood, Wilkinson, Tetney, Lincoln, Miller. Nov 12. Asst. Reg Bec 6. 
Woodburn, Alfred, Tunbridge Wells, Kent, Grocer, Oct 28. Asst. Reg 
Dec Dec 4. 
Woodhams, Wm, Idonia-street, Deptford, Baker. Nov30. Comp. Reg 
Dec 6, 
——. Edwd, Cannon-street, Comm Agent. Nov 9. Comp. Reg 
vec 4 
Bankruypts. 


Fripay, Dec, 3, 1869. 
To Surrender in London. 
Abraham, Alfred, Edgware-rd, Paddington, Dealer in Trunks. Pet 
Nov 30. Murray. Dec 15 at 2. Jones, King’s Arms-yard, Coleman-st. 
Adiam, Jas Carter. Bournemouth, Hants, Cabinet Maker. Pet Nov 30. 





Murray. Dec 15 at2. Peacock & Goddard, Sonth-sq, Gray’s-inn. 
Arrah, Hy Wm, High-st, Kingsland, Ch ager, Pet Nov 30. Dec 
20 atl. Dobie, Basinghallest. 


Baker, Sampson, Lenham, Kent, Dealer in Butter. Pet Nov 29. Pepys. 
Dec I7at 1. Goody & Stock, Skinner-pl, Size-lane, for Stephenson, 
Maidstone. 

Barrington, Jas, Prisoner for Debt, London, Pet Nov 29 (fer pau). 
Pepys. Dec 17 atl. Lawrence, Lincoln’s-inn-flelds. 

Berryman, Chas, Page-st, Westminster, Baker. Pet Nov 29. 
Dec 17 at 12, Cooke. Gresham-bldgs, 

Bevans, Geo Edwd, Cooper's-ter, Bird-in-Bush-rd, Peckham, Comm 
Agent. Pet Nov 29, Murray. Dec 15 atl. W ood, Buoklersbury. 
Bigg, John, Lenham, Kent, baker. Pet Nov 30, Pepys. Dec 17 at 2. 

Dobie, Basinghallest, 


Pepys. 


| 








Birmingham, Wm, Prisoner for Debt, I Pet Nov 29 (for pau). 


Babbin Sob Bey atl. ——_ Basingha' 
obbin, John, a Bryanstone-sq, - + Pet Nov 30. 
Murray. Dec 15 at 2. Godfrey, Hatton. 


Bryant, Geo Edmund, Prisoner "for Debt, London. Pet Nov 29 29 (for 
pau). Murray. Dec 15 at 2. Rigby, Gresham-st. 
Bryant, Benaiah, Thrandeston, Suffolk, Cattle Dealer. Pet Nov 27, 
Pepys. Dec i7atii. Chilton & Co, Chancery-lane, for Gregson, 

Stowmarket. 

oo a Mitchell, Lewisham, Kent, Builder. Pet Nov 29. Murray. 
Dec 15 at 1. Hallam, South-sq, Gray’ s-inn. 

Carttar, Chas Joseph, Blackheath-rd, Greenwich, Attorney-at-Law. 
Pet Decl. Murray. Dec 21 at 2, ’ Preston, Basinghall- -8t. 

Chaplin, Hy, Hunter-st, Brunswick-sq, Lodging-house Keeper. Pet 
Nov 27. c 15at 2. Girdwood, Ol ’ Jewry-chambers. 

Cheyney, Chas, Upper Hall-st, New Peckham, Clerk. Pet Nov 30. 

urray. Dec 15at1l. Parsons, King William-st, Charing-Cross. 

Chittenden, Edwd, Prisoner for Debt, London. Pet Nov 29 (for pau). 
Brougham, Dec 20 atl. Rigby, Gresham-st. 

Corney, Wm Speller, Prisoner for Debt, London. Pet Nov 29 (for pan). 
Brougham, Dec 20 at 1. Walker, Guildhall-chambers, Basinghall-st. 

Couch, Edwd, Prisoner for Debt, London. Pet Nov 26 (for pau). 
Brougham, Dec 15 at 2. Laurence, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, 

Crosby, Isabella Mary, Old Kent-rd, no occupation. Pet Nov 30. Dec 
20at1. Cooke, Gresham-bldgs. 

Crowe, Jas Geo, Longfield-st, Merten-rd, Wandsworth, Journeyman 
Carpenter. Pet Decl. Pepys. Dec 23at1i2. Watson, Basinghall- 


street. 

Dayes, Chas Wm, Gloucester-st, Queen’s-sq, Bloomsbury, Harness 
Maker. Pet Nov25. Decl3at2. Godfrey, Hatton-garden. 

Dineen, Francis, Creed-lane, Ludgate-hill, Hairdresser. Pet Nov 29. 
Murray. Dec l5at2. Butterfield, Carey-lane, General Post Office. 

Dowell, Thos, Sandown, Isle of Wight, Engineer. Pet Nov 27, 
15at 2. Wickens, Palmerston-bldgs, Old Broad-st. 

Ear], Robt Geo, Kingston, Hants, Licensed Victualler. 
Dec 20 at 2. Ford, Howard-st, Strand. 

Elliott, Hy, Prisoner for Debt, London. Pet Nov 29 (for pau). Brougham. 
Dec 20 at 1. Noton, Gt Swan-alley, Moorgate-st. 

Ellisdon, John, Groombridge- rd, Hackney, Warehouseman. Pet Nov 
30. Dec 20 at 1. Watson, Basinghall-st. 

Evans, Wm Henry Duncan, Prisoner for Debt, London. Pet Nov 27 
(for pau). Brougham, Dec 20 at 11. Lawrence, Lincoln’s-inn- 
fields. 

Fosdick , Wm John, Alfred-st, Vincent-sq, Westminster, Comm Agent. 
Pet Nov 30. Pepys. Dec 17 at2. New, Basinghali-st. 

Frank, Lehmann, Jones-bldgs, Hutchinson-st, Middlesex-st, Aldgate, 
General Dealer. Pet Decl. Dec20 at 2; Hobbes, North-bidgs, 
Finsbury. 

Green, Hy, Cromer-st, Gray’s-inn-lane, General Dealer. Pet Dec 1. 
Dec 20 at 2. Edwards, Bush-lane, Cannon-st. 

Hartwell, Jas, Prisoner for Debt, London, Pet Nov 30 (for pau). Pepys. 
Dec 23 at 11. Grayson, Newcastle-st, Strand. 


Pet Dec 1. 


Hayward, Hy, Maidenhead, Berks, Plumber. Pet Nov 25. Pepys. 
Dec 16 atl. Brook, New-inn, Strand, for Smith, Windsor. 
Hegan, Thos, Holloway-rd, Bedding Manufacturer. Pet Dec]. Mur- 


ray. Dec13 at 2. Mason, Symond’s-inn, Chancery-lane. 

Hines, Joseph, Prisoner for Debt, London. Pet Now 25 (for pau). 
Brougham, Dec15 atl. Watson, Basinghall-st. 

Howard, John, Beaconsfield, Bucks, Corn Dealer. 
Dec 23 at 12, Nind, Basinghall-st. 

Johnson, Wm Geo, Rock-ter, Talfourd-rd, Camberwell, Agent. Pet 


Pet Dec 1. Pepys. 


Dec 1. Pepys. Dec 23 atl. Simpson, Wellington-st, London- 
bridge. 

pg John, jun, Albany-rd, Camberwell, Journeyman Paper 
Hanger. Pet Nov 29. Pepys, Dec l7at12. Godfrey, Gray’s-iun. 

Lavender, Richd, Spencer-rd, South Hornsey, Gold Beater. Pet Nov 
30. Dec 20at12. Morris, Jermyn-st, St James's. 

Leaver, Francis Robt, Canoubury-rd, Commercial Clerk. Pet Dec lI. 


Murray. Dec 20at12. Reep, Finsbury-circus. 

Leftwich, John, Bedford-pl, Commercial-rd East, Cheesemonger. Pet 
Nov 19. Dec 20 at 11. Matthews & Co, Leadenhall-st. 

Leggett, Hy, on Suffolk, Beershop Keeper. Pet Nov 29. 
ray. Dee 1 5atl. Cowdell & Grundy, Budge-row, Cannon-st. 

Lewis, Edwd, Goldney-rd, Harrow-rd, Merchant’ sClerk, Pet Nov 25. 
Dec 15 at 12. Miller & Smith, Watling-st. 

Marke, Robt, Prisoner for Debt, London. Pet Nov 30 (for pau). Mure 
ray. Dec 20at12. Hicks, Francis-ter, Hackney-wick. 

Myers, Morris, Euston-rd, Wire Cage Manufacturer. Pet Nov 29. 
Pepys. Dec 23 at 12. Miller & Miller, Sherbourne-lane, for Suck~ 
ling, Birm. 

waren. Joseph, Park-rd, Hornsey, Plumber. 
Dec 16 at 2. Linklaters x Co, Walbrook. 

Nunn, Richd Philip, Southampton-row, Holborn, Clerk. Pet Nov 29. 
Dec 20 at 12. Strutt, Adelphi-ter, Strand. 


Mur- 


Pet Nov 26. Pepys. 


Ogden, Geo, Prisoner for Debt, London. Pet Nov 29 (for pau). Pepys. 
Dec 17 atl. Watson, Basinghall-st. 
Ohlson, Andrew, New-rd, Mile End Old Town, Coppersmith. Pet Dec 


1. Roche. Dee 20 at 12, 
Orb, Reinhard Leopold, 
Butcher. Pet Nov 25. 
garden. 
Pankhurst, Edwd Hebert, Silvertown, Essex, Butcher. 


Godfrey, Hatton-garden, 
Hind-ter, Upper North-st, Poplar, Pork 
Pepys. Dec 16 at 12. Godfrey, Hatton- 


Pet Nov 30 


Pepys. Dee 17 at 2. Wood, Basinghali-st. 

Pearce, Thos, Francis-ter, Hackney-wick, Milliner, Pet Nov 19. Mare- 
ray. Dec 20 at 12. Mills & Lockyer, Braunswick-pl, City-rd. 

Phillips. Jas, Oxford, Licensed V ictualier. Pet Nov 29. Murray. 
Dee lS at 1. Doyle *& Edwards, Verulam-bdldgs, Gray’s-inn. 

Porter, Jas, High-st, Deptford, Cheesemonger, Pet Nov 30. Pepys. 
Dec Vv at 2. Smith & Son, Furvival’s-inn. 

Rayment, Alfred, Stamford-st, Blackfriars, no business. Pet Nov 29 
Pepys. Dec 17 at 1. Nicholls & C 0, Cook’s-ct, Lincoln’s-inn. 

Read, Alfd, & Chas Read, Prisoners i Debt, London. Pet Nov 29 
(for pau). Murray. Dee 15 atl. Laurence, Lincotn’s-inn-fields. 
Ricketts, Geo, Stanmore-ter, Kilburn, Journeyman Bricklayer. Pet 

Nov 25, Dee li atl2. Godfrey, Hatton-garien. 


Rowe, Harriett, Harlington, Grocer, Pet Dee 1, Murray. Dec 20 at 


12, Philp, Pancras-lane, Queen-st, Cheapside. 
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Seelly, Richd, Ashford, Kent, out of business. Pet Dec 1. Murray. 
Dec 13 at 2. Duncan & Murton, Southampton-st, Bloomsbury, for 
Farley & Co, Ashford. 

Seibel, Philip, Blantyre-st, King’s-rd, Chelsea, Baker. Pet Nov 30. 
Pepys- Dec17 at2. Godfrey, Hatton-garden. 

Self, Chas, St John-st-rd, Clerkenwell, Cabinet Maker. Pet Nov 29, 
Dec 20 at 12. Hicks, Francis-ter, Hackney-wick. 

Siebe, Hy Herepath, Mortlake, Surrey, out of business. Pet Nov 30. 
Pepys. Dec 17 at2. Lindus, Cheapside. 

Smallbone, Jas, New Cross, Deptford, Comm Agent. Pet Nov 27. 
Pepys. Dec 23 at1l. Archer, South-bidgs, Eldon-st. 

Smith, Edwd Gayslie, Lavender-wharf, Rotherithe, Barge Builder. Pet 
Nov 29. Dec 20 atil!. Blackford & Riches, Gt Swan-alley, Moor- 
gate-st. 

Smith, Wm Bell, Prisoner for Debt, Northampton. Pet Nov 29. Pepys. 
Dec 23 at2. Roscoe & Hincks, King-st, Finsbury-sq, for Smith, 





















































































Peterborough. 
Southam, Wm Samoson, Market-pl, Silchester-rd, Notting-hill, Chan- 
dier’s Shop Keeper. PetNov 29. Dec20 at12. Cooke, Gresham- 


bldgs, Basinghall-st. 

Sparks, Geo, Hadley-st, Kentish-town, Journeyman Pianoforte Maker, 
Pet Nov 30, Dec 20 at 12. Hope, Ely-pl. 

Stanbury, Fredk, Olney-ter, Camberwell, Traveller. Pet Nov 29. 
Pepys. Dec 17 at 1. Cooke, Gresham-bldgs. 

Stevens, Stephen Jas, Bournemouth, Hants, Builder. Pet Decl. Mur- 
ray. Dec i3at 12. Peacock & Goddard, South-sq, Gray’s-inn. 

Strachan, John, Reading, Berks, Gasfitter, Pet Dec 1. Pepys. Dec 
23 at 1. Dennis, Southampton-bldgs, Chancery-lane. 

Sussems, Geo, Albert-rd, North Woolwich, Grocer. Pet Decl. Mur- 
ray. Dec 20 at 12. Holmes, Fenchurch-st. 

Sweeny, Wm, John’s-ct, Wigmore-st, St Marylebone, Bootmaker. Pet 
Dec 1. Pepys. Dec23 atl. Spicer, Staple-inn. 

Swinford, Fredk, Tidemore-st, Stewart’s-lane, Battersea, Builder. Pet 
Nov 30. Murray. Dec 15at2. Laurence, Lincoln’s-inn-fields. 

Taylor, Wm Thos, Harrow-rd, Kensal-green, Horticultural Builder. 
Pet Nov 30. Murray. Dec 1l5at1l. Chidley, Old Jewry. 

Traies, Hy, (not Hy Traes, as printed in last Gazette) Victoria-rd, Not- 
ting-hill, Ironmonger. Pet Novy 22. Dec !3atll. Rigby, Gresham- 
street. 

Weich, Frank, & Alfred Welch, Panton-st, Haymarket, Licensed Vic- 
tuallers. Pet Nov 26. Pepys. Dec 23at12. Batchelor, Essex-st 
Strand. 


20 at2. Hogan, Martin’s-lane, Cannorn-st. 
White, John, West Dulwich, Grocer. Pet Nov 29. 
at 12. Padmore, Westminster-bridge-rd. 
Wilkinson, Geo Jas David, Hatton-garden, Jeweller. Pet Dec 1. Dec 
20 at 2. Pittman, Guildhall-chambers, Basinghall-st. 
Wilkinson, Geo, Prisoner for Debt, London. Pet Nov 26 (for pau), 
Pepys. Deci6at 2. Laurence, Lincoln’s-inn-fields. 


Murray. 


Pollard, Ipswich. 

Wright, Wm, Prisoner for Debt, London. Pet Nov 30 (for pau). 

Brougham. Dec 22 at 12, Hicks, Francis-ter, Hackney-wick. 
To Surrender in the Country. 

Bailey, Wm, Leeds, out of business, Pet Dec 2. Marshall. Leeds, 
Dec 14at12. Rooke, Leeds. 

Berry. Thos, Stamford,. Lincoln, Beerhouse Keeper. Pet Nov 26, 
Shield. Stamford, Dec 24 at 11. Laxton, Stamford, 

Berryman, Arthur, Penzance, Cornwall, Surgeon. Pet Nov 30. 
Exeter, Dec 23 at 11. Roscorla & Son, Penzance ; Terrell & Pether- 
ick, Exeter. 

Bird, Benj, Lowestoft, Suffolk, Journeyman Baker. Pet Nov 30, Fiske. 
Beccles, Dec 16 atl2. Archer, Lowestoft, 

Bloom, Jacob, Tredegar, Monmouth, Assistant Pawnbroker. Pet Nov 
29. Shepard, Tredegar, Dec 20 at 11. Greenway & Bytheway, Pon- 
typool. 

Bowley, Ephraim, Gotham, Nottingham, out of business. 
Patchitt. Nottingham, Dee 22 at 10.30. Keely, Nottingham. 

Broadhead, Geo Fredk, Winchester, Hants, Painter. Pet Nov 29. God- 
win. Winchester, Dec 18 at 11. Hollis, Winchester. 


Wolverhampton, Dec 14 at 12. Langman, Wolverhampton. 


tingham, Dec 22 at 10.30. Belk, Nottingham. 
Dec 17 at 12. Bencraft, Barnstaple. 

Butler, Thos, Holbeck, nr Leeds, Warehouseman. Pet Decl, Mar- 
shall. Leeds, Dec 14 at 12. Granger & Son, Leeds. 

Carr, John, Prisoner for Debt, Morpeth. Adj Nov 19. Gibson. New- 
castle-upon-Tyne, Dee 14 at 12. Hoyle, Newcastle-upon-Tyne. 

Clarke, Alfred, Ruddingtcn, Nottingham, Beerhouse Keeper. Pet 
Nov29. Patchitt. Nottingham, Dec 22 at 1030. Belk, Notting- 


ham. 

Cubitt, David, Norwich. Shoe Manafaeturer. Adj Nov 18 (for pau). 
Palmer, Norwich, Dec 14 at 11. Stanley, Norwich. 

Dale, Hy, St Thomas’ Mount, Sheffield, Table Blade Grinder. Pet Nov 
29. Wake. Sheffield, Dec l6at1. Sugg, Sheffield. 

Day, Fredk, Prisoner for Debt, Oxford. Adj Nov 20. Hawkins. 
W oodatock, Dec 14. at 10. Thompson, St Ebbe’s. 

Egan, Jas, Bootle, Lancashire, Ship Joiner. Pet Nov 27. Hime, Lpool, 
Dec 14.at 3. Nordon, Lpool. 

Ellis, Edwin, Wakefield, York, Provision Dealer. Pet Nov 29. Mason. 
Wakefield, Dec 18 at 11. barratt, Wakefield. 

Ellis, David, Nevin, Carnarvon, Master Mariner. Pet Nov 27. Owen. 
Pwilheii. Dee lb atli. Breese, Pwilheli, 

Farrant, Richd Jas, Maidstone. Kent, Beerseller, Vet Nov 29. Scuda- 
more. Maidstone, Dec lsat l!. Goodwin, Maidstone. 

Garuer, Hy. Leicester, out of business. Vet Dec 2, Ingram. Leices- 
ter, Dee 1# at 10. Petty, Leicester. 

Gay, Jarvis, Nottingham, Greengrocer. Pet Nov 29, Patchitt. Not- 
tingham, Dec 22 at 10.30. elk, Nottingham. 

Gilbert, Geo, Burton-on-Trent, Draper. Pet Nov 24, Tudor. Birm, 
Dee 17 at 12. Sargent, Birm., 

Gili, Chas, Rotherham, York, Heerhouse Keeper. Adj Nov 20. Newman, 
Kotherham, Dee 20 at i. Whitfield, Rotherham. 

Goodman, Freeman Marshall, Whaplode, Lincoln, Publican. Vet Nov 
29. Caparn. Holbeach, Dec 14 at 10. Ayliffe, Holbeach. 


White, Fredk, Handcroft-rd, Croydon, Greengrocer. Pet Dec 1. Dec © 
Dec 15 | 


Wright, Chas, Trimley, Suffolk, Farmer. Pet Nov 29. Dec 15 at2. ' 


Pet Nov 29. | 


Broadley, David, Willenhall, Stafford, Keymaker. Pet Nov 29. Brown. | 
Erown, Thos, Nottingham, Greengrocer. Pet Nov 29. Patchitt. Not- | 
Burgess, Edwin, Barnstaple, Devon, Builder. Pet Nov 30. Barnstaple, 


! . 
| Price, Thos, Worcester, Licensed Victualler. Pet Nov 30. 





Greaves, Joseph, Hy Greaves, and Joseph Bottomley, Holbeck nr Leeds, 
——. Pet Nov 30. Marshall. Leeds, Dec 14 at 12. Granger & 

un, > 

Green, Jas, Brighton, Sussex, Baker. Pet Nov 30. Evershed. Brighton, 
Dec 18 at 11. Holtham, Brighton. 

Hammond, Saml, Ludlow, Salop, Grocer. Pet Nov 27. Williams, 
Ludlow, Dec 22 at 10. Lloyd, Ludlow. 

Harding, Joseph, Exeter, Licensed Victualler. Pet Nov 27. Exeter, 
Dec 14at 11. Floud, Exeter. 

Haresnape, Wm, Rumble-row Mill, Lancashire, Bobbin Maker. Pet 
Dec 1. Macree. Manch, Dec 16 at 12. Cobbett & Wheeler, Manch, 

Harris, Thos, Swansea, Glamorgan, Licensed Victualler. Pet Nov 17. 
Morris. Swansea, Dec 13 at2. Smith, Swansea. 

Harrison, John, Ingleton, York, Tailor. Pet Nov 30, Roper. Kirkby 
Lonsdale, Dec 13 at 10. Robinson, Settle. 

Hartshorn, Thos, Leeds, Stonemason. Pet Dec 1. Marshall. Leeds, 
Dec 14, at 12. Harle, Leeds. 

Hayward, Joseph, Manch, Window Blind Maker. Pet Nov 30. Hulton, 
Salford, Dec 18 at 9.30. Mann, Manch. 

Hayward, David, Leeds, Grocer. Pet Nov 30. Marshall. Leeds, Dec 
14at12. Pullan, Leeds. 

Hensley, Wm, Bridgwater, Somerset, Master Mariner. Pet Nov 30, 
Lovibond. Bridgwater, Dec 15 at 10. Reed & Cook, Bridgwater. 
Hill, Wm, Crumpsall, Lancashire, Foreman. Pet Dec 1, Kay. Manch, 

Dec 15 at 9.30. Heath & Sons, Manch, 2 

Hilton, John, Manch, Hosier. Pet Nov 29. Fardeli. Manch, Dac 15 
atil. Leigh, Manch. 

Hitchcock, Wm, St Albans, Hertford, Grocer. Pet Nov 29. Blagg. 
St Albans, Dec 19 at 10. Shepherd, Luton. 

Hodgson, John, Armathwaite, Cumberland, Farmer. Pet Nov 29. 
Halton. Carlisle, Dec 16 at 11. MoAlpin, Carlisle. 

Hopkins, David, Caebricks nr Swansea, Glamorgan, Fitter. Pet Nov 29, 
Morris. Swansea, Dec 13 at 2. 

Howells, Mary, Abersychan, out of business. Pet Dec 1. Edwards. 
Pontypool. Dec 20 at 11, Greenway & Bytheway, Pontypool. 

Hoyland, Wm, Chapeltown, York, Butcher. Pet Nov 27. Wake, 
Sheffield, Dec 16 atl. Clegg, Sheffield. 

Hubbard, Geo, Meopham. Kent, Station Master. Pet Nov 30. Southgate. 
Gravesend, Dec 17 at 12. Hayward, Rochester. 

Hutckinson, John, Nottingham, Baker. Pet Nov 30. Tudor. Birm, 
Dec 14 at 11, Cranch, Nottingham. 

Jackson, John, Ambleside, Westmorland, Waller. Pet Nov 29. Fisher, 
Ambleside, Dec 15 at 12. Fisner, Ambleside. 

Jones, Wm, Carmarthen, Consectioner. Pet Nov 29. Wilde. Bristol, 
Dec 14 at 1l. Abbot & Leonard, Bristol. 

Kenyon, Isaac, Ince in Mackerfield, Lancashire, Colliery Labourer. Pet 

| Nov29. Part. Wigan, Decl6at1l1. Lees, Wigan. 

Kerpar, Jas, Wolverhampton, out of business. PetNov29. Tudor. 
Birm, Dec 17 at 12. Rowlands, Birm. 

| Lake, Fredk, Shipley, York, Wine Seller, Pet Nov 26. Bradford, Dac 
14.at 9.15. Terry & Robinson, Bradford. 

Lawrence, Alfd John, Blaenavon, Monmouth, Butcher. Pet Nov 30. 
Batt. Abergavenny, Dec 14 at 12. Lloyd, Pontypool. 

Leigh, Thos, Manch, Joiner. Pet Nov 30. Macrae, Manch, Dec 16 at 
ll. Lamb, Manch. 

Lightfoot, Robt, Waterloo, Lancashire, & Wm Walker, Lpool, Builders. 
Pet Nov 26. Lpool, Dec 14 at 11. Ritson, Lpool. 

Long, Jas, Downham Market, Norfolk, Painter. Pet Nov 29, Reed. 
Downham Market, Dec 8 at 10. Nunn, Downham Market. 

Mallam, Fredk Gardner, Folkestone, Kent, Tailor. Pet Decl. Brock- 
man. Folkestone, Dec 20 at 3. Minter, Folkestone, 

Marrs, Wm, Howrigg, Cumberland, Farmer. Pet Dec 1. Hodgson. 
Wigton, Dec 16 at 12, Mounsey, Carlisle. 

McCaldon, David, Manch, Dealer in Horses. Pet Nov 29. Macrae. 
Manch, Dec 16 at 11. Owen, Manch. 

Mellor, Wm, Oldham, Lancashire, Warehouseman. Pet Nov 29. 
Tweedale. Oldham, Dec 15 at 12. Buckley, Oldham. 

Margatroyd, Francis, & Gershom Murgatroyd, Windhill, York, Worsted 
Stuff Manufacturers. Pet Nov 20. Leeds, Dec 13 atll. Wood& 
Killick, Bradford ; and Bond & Barwick, Leeds. 

North, Hy, Loughborough, Leicester, F yee oom Pet Nov 29. Brock. 
Loughborough, Dec 15 at 10. Goode, Loughborough. 

Oates, Jas, Halifax, York, Fish Dealer. Pet Nov 30. Rankin. Halifax, 
Dec 17 at 10. Wavell & Co, Halifax. 

Oxburgh, Robt, East Stonehouse, Devon, Provision Dealer, Pet Nov 
29. Pearce. East Stonehouse, Dec 17 at ll. Edmonds & Son, Ply- 

uth 








Crisp. 
Worcester, Dec 20 at il. Tree, Worcester. 


Quayle, Danl, Heaton Norris, Lancashire, Clog Manufacturer. Pet 


Nov 25. Macrae. Manch, Dec 17 at 11. Milne, Manch. 
Riley, Wm Hy, Shipley, York, Merchant’s Clerk. Pet Nov 27. Leeds, 
Dec i3atll. Wright & Waterworth, Keighley; Bond & Barwick, 


Leeds. 
Roberts, Alfred, Prisoner for Debt, York. Adj Nov 20. Leeds, Dec 15 
at 12. 


Robinsoe, Wm, Wall Nook, Durham, Joiner, Pet Nov 27. Green- 
well. Durham, Dec I5at 11. Thornton, Bishop Auckland. 

Kossiter, Wm Tapley,Torquay, Devon, Builder. Pet Nov 26. Exeter, 
Dec 16 at 1. Hooper & Woollen, Torquay ; Floud, Exeter. 

Saville, Richd, Manch, Joiner. Pet Decl. Kay. Manch, Dec l5at 
9,30 


Sevmour, Edwin, Devonport, Devon, Tailor. Pet Decl. Pearce. East 
Stonehouse, Dec 17 at 11. Vaughan, Devonport. 

Shuter, Edwd, Chorlton-upon-Medlock, Maneh, Gardener. Pot Nov 29. 
Kay. Manch, Dec 15 at 9.30. Simpson, Manch, 

Southam, Saml Swire, Manch, Commission Agent. Pet Deo 1. Mac- 
rae. Manch, Dec 17 at 12. Storer, Manch. 

Sweeney, Wm Patrick, Torquay, Devon, Lodging-house Keeper. Pet 
Dec}, Pidsley. Newton Abbot, Dee 15 at 11. Campion. Exeter. 
Syddall, Wm Hy, Prisoner for Debt, Chester. Pet Nov 22, Fardell. 

Manch, Dec 15 at 12, Cartwright, Chester; Southam, Manch, 
Thomas, John Saunder, Swansea, Glamorgan, Draper's Assistant. Pet 
Nov 3. Morris. Swansea, Dec 13 at 2. Clifton, Somerset, 
Tindale, Anthony Wood, Hartlepool, Durham, Grocer. Pet Dec 1. 
Child. Hartlepool, Dec 18 at 11, Bell, West Hartlepood. 
Vaughan, Thos, Swansea, Glamorganshire, Beerhouse Keeper, Pet Nov 
24. Morris, Swansea, Dec 13 at 2. Morris, Swansea, 
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Wadsworth, Wm, & Walter Wadsworth, Sheftield, Joiners. Pet Nov 20, 
Leeds, Dec 15 at 12. Rodgers & Thomas, Sheffield. 

Walker, Thos, Derby, out of business. Pet Nov 30. Tudor. Birm, 
Dec 14 at 11. Gamble & Cooke. Derby. 
Walker, Christopher, Redcar, York, Merchant Tailor. Pet Nov 29. 
Crosby. Stockton-on-Tees, Dec 16 at 11. Dobson, Middlesbrough. 
Wallis, Wm, Cottingham, Yorkshire, Licensed Victualler. Pet Nov 29. 
Phillips. Kihgston-upon-Hull, Dec 20 at 11. Summers, Hull. 

Whittaker, John Evans. Burslem, Staffordshire, Bootmaker. Pet Nov 29. 
Challinor. Hanley, Dec 18 at 11. Tomkinson, Burslem. 

Whiston, Wm, Hanley, Staffordshire, out of business, Pet Dec 1, Chal- 
linor. Hanley, Dec 18 at 11. Salt. Tunstall. 

Wickenden, Wm, Blakeney, ‘Gloucestershire, out of business. Pet Nov 
30. Wilde. Bristol, Dec 15at 11. Cooke, Cirencester; Press & In- 
skip, Bristol. 


Wilson, Robt, Preston, Lancashire, ‘Fruiterer. Pet Nov 29. Myres. 
Preston, Dec 18 at 10. Rainford, Preston. 

Woodall, Wm, Fulwood, Lancasbire, Grocer. Pet Nov 30. Myres. 
Preston, Dec 18 at 10. Cotman, Preston. 

Woodhouse, Chas Hy, Manch, Auctioneer. Pet Nov 29. Hulton. Sal- 


ford, Dec 18 at 9.30. Percival, Manch. 

Woolford, John, Snod’s-hill Farm, Wilts, Farmer. Pet Nov 30. Wilde. 
Bristol, Dec 15 at 11. Townsend & Ormond, Swindon; Henderson & 
Salmon, Bristol. 

Woolven, John, Brighton, Sussex, Butcher. Pet Dec 1. 

Brighton, Dec 18 at 11. Bentley, Brighton. 
ToeEspay, Dec. 7, 1869. 
To Surrender in London. 

Atkinson, John Fras, Holloway-rd, Highbury, Coffee-house Keeper. Pet 
Dec 3. Dec 30 at 11. Nash, Bevois-ct, Basinghall-st. 

Bennetts, Fredk Maximilian, Prisoner for Debt, London. Pet Dec 1. 
(for pau). Murray. Dec 20at1. Smith, Serjeants’-inn, Fleet-st. 
Birchall, Thos Frisby, Cheapside, Photographer. Pet Dec 1. Pepys. 

Dec = at * Rigby, Gresham-st. 

Brown, Geo, Pomeroy-st, Old Kent-rd, Builder. Pet Dec 3. M x 
Dec 21 at 1}. Ody, Trinity-st, Southwark. ‘ne 

Brown, Wm Hy, Prisoner for Debt, London. Pet Dec 2 (for pau). 
«ee Dec 22 at 2. Pittman, Guildhall-chambers, Basing- 

all-st. 

Carden, Geo, Coleman-st, Woolwich, out of business. Pet Dee 4. 


Evershed, 


Murray. Dec 21 at 12. Buchanan, Basinghall-st. 

Clark, Arthur Richd, Saville-st, Portland-pl, Box Maker. Pet Dec 2. 
Dec 22at 1. Marshall, Lincoln’s-inn-fields. 

Clement, John Hope, Walworth-rd, Barman. Pet Dec 3. Pepys. Dec 


2lat 12. Barnett, New Broad-st. 
Cohen, Benj, Holywell-row, Chapel-st, Shoreditch, Piece Broker, Pet 
Dec 1. Pepys. Dec 23 at 12. Pittman, Guildhall-chambers. 
Cutler, Chas, Wolverton, Buckingham, Assistant to a Draper. 
4. Murray. Dec 21 at 12. 


Pet Dec 
Cooke, Gresham-bldgs, Gnildhall. 


Danks. Titus, Strand, Proprietor of the “ Will 0’ the Wisp.” Pet Dec 
3. Murray. Dec 20 at 2. May. Russell-sq, Bloomsbury. 
Daviss, Josiah, Rosétta-villas. Barking-rd, Merchant’s Clerk. Pet Dec 


3. Pepys. Dec 21 at 1. Wood, Basinghall-st. 
Day, Thos, Meredith-st, Clerkenwell, Jeweller. 
B... <% ey ag erm Strand. 

ean, Chas Geo, Euston-st, Euston-sq, Journeyman Upholsterer. 
Boo = ae Dec * atl. Cooke, Gonbeatees. hein 

rysdale, Geo, Prisoner for Debt, London. Pet Dec 2 (for pau). i 

Dec 20 at 1. Cooke, Gresham-bldgs, Guildhall. i 
Fowls, Wm Thos, Jamaica-rd, Bermondsey, Butcher. 
. — eo 23 + 12, —? Hatton-garden. 
yage, Chas, West Ham, Essex, Linendraper. Pet Dec 2. Pepys. 

2latll. Godfrey, Hatton-garden. - a 
Gemmell, David, Prisoner for Debt, London. Pet Dec 3 (for pau). 

Murray. Dec 21 at 11. Keighley, Ironmonger-lane, Cheapside, 
Goodlatte, David Richardson, Cannon-st Hotel, Director of an Insurance 

Company. Adj Nov 26. Murray. Dec 21 at ll. Rogersou & Ford 

Chancery-lane. : 
Gray, Wm, Prisoner for Debt, London. Pet Dec 2 (for pau). Bri 

Dec 22 at 1. Lawrence, Lincoln’s-inn-fields. aah i pe. 
Greenland, Susannah Ellen, Artesian-rd, Bayswater, Boarding-house 

— Pet Dec 3, Murray, Dec 20 at 2. Hall, Lincoln’s-inn- 

elds, 

Hawksworth, John Oddy, Oxford-ter, Fentiman-rd, Clerk. Pet Dec 2. 

Murray. Dec 20 at |. Mason, Gresham-st. 

Hendry, Wm, Prisoner for Debt, London, Pet Dec 1 (for pau). Murray. 
Dec 20 at 1. Laurence, Lincoln's-inn-fields. c 
Hewitt, Alfred, 'ooley-st, Southwark, Marine Store Dealer. Pet Dec 1. 

Dec 20 at 2. Godfrey, Hatton-garden. 

Hodge, Eliz, Adelaide-rd, St John’s-wood, Tavern Keeper. 

Pepys. Dec 2l at 2. Evans & Co, John-st, Bedford-row. 
James, Jas Underwood, Prisoner for Debt, London. Pet Dec 2. Murray. 

Dec 20 at 2. Marsden, Friday-st. 

Judd, Alfred, Gutter-lane, Warehouseman. 

Watson, Basinghall-st. 

Kerslake, John, Buckingham Palace-rd, Pimlico, Boot Dealer. 

2. Murray. Dec 20 at Il. Webster, Basinghall-st, 
Lawrance, Richd Moore, Gt Cumberland-pl, Hyde-park, Doctor. Pet 

Dec 4, Murray. Decl at 12. Stafford, New Basinghall-st. 

Legge, Hy, Talavera-pl, Margaret-st, Haggerstone, out of business. 

Pet Dec 3. Pepys. Dee 2l at 12, Steadman, London-wall. 

Le Gros, Etienne Alexandre, Chelsfield, Kent, Farmer, Pet Dec 3. 

Murray. Dee 20 atl. Woolf, King-st, Cheapside. 
Maddocks, Cartwright, Prisoner for Debt, London, Vet Dee 3. 

at2. Moss, Trinity-st, Southwark, 

Mitchell, Fredk, Epsom Downs, Surrey, Hotel Keeper. 

Murray. Dee 21 at 12. Lewis & Co, Old Jewry. 
Musgrave, John, Cartton-rd, Kentish-town, Surveyor. Pet Nov 4, 

Pepys, Dee 2lat2. Johnson, St Martin’s-ct, St Martin’s-lane, 
Naylor, Benj, Macdala-ter, Portobello-rd, Notting-hill, Carpenter. Pet 


Pet Nov 30. Dec 22 


Pet Dec 1. 


Pet Dec 4. 


Pet Dec 2. Dec 22 at 1. 


Pet Dec 


Dee 22 


Pot Oct 30, 


Nov 29. Dee 20 atll, Hicks, trancis-ter, Hackney-wiek .? 

Nowman, Edwd, Garratt-lane, Wandsworth, Builder, Pet Dec 2. Pepys. 
Dee 23 at 2. Jones, East Temple-chambers, Whitefriars, 

Padbury, Edwd, Oxtord, Tailor, Pet Dee 3, Dee 22 at 2. Cooke, 


Gresham-bidgs, Basinghall-st, 
Parker, Wm, Lower Thames-st, Merchant. 
2)batl, 


Pet Dee 4. Murray. Dee 


Davis, Llirp-lane, 
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Portobello-rd, Notting-hill, Assistant to a 


Phillips, Geo, Bassett-ter, 
Dec 21 at 12. Pullen, Cloisters, 


Cheesemonger. Pet Dec 3. Pepys. 
Temple. 

Rice, Hy, Bramley-rd, Latimer-rd, Notting-hill, Baker. Pet Dec 3. 
Pepys. Dec 2l atl. Turner, Wynford-rd, Barnsbury-rd, Islington. 
Scales, Edwd, sen, Sittingbourne, Kent, Brickmaker. PetDec 3. Pepys. 

Dec 21 at 1l. Gibson & Co, Abchureh-yard, for Gibson & Co, Sitting- 


bourne. 

Smith, Thos Bayly, Larkhall-rise, Clapham, Builder. Pet Dec 4. Murray. 
Dec 21 at 11. Berridge, High-st, Marylebone. 

Smith, Hy Fras, Lewisham, Kent, Builder. Pet Nov 30. Dec 20 at 12. 
Lomax, Old Bond-st. 

Stewart, Alex, High-st, Kingsland, Hosier. Pet Nov 30. Dec 22 atl 
Montague, Bucklersbury. 

Taylor, John, Winchester, Hampshire, out of business. Pet Dec 3. 
Pepys. Dec 21 at 12. Jones, New-inn, Strand. 

Taylor, John, Southampton, Greengrocer. Pet Dec 3. Pepys. Dec 
2l atl. Wilkins & Co, Bedford-st, Covent-garden, for Guy, North- 
ampton. 

Wenve, Chas, Belvedere, Kent, Journeyman Carpenter. Pet Dec 3. 
Pepys. Dec 2lat tl. Poole, Bartholomew-close. 

Watson, Wm, Prisoner for Debt, London. Pet Dec 1 (for pau). Pepys. 
Dec 21 at 11. Lawrence, Lincoln’s-inn-fields. 

White,"Jas, Gt Marlow, Buckinghamshire, Coal Merchant. Pet Dec 2. 
Pepys. Dec 2lat 11. Cox, St Swithin’s-lane. 

Wood, Edwin Archer, New Cross-rd, New Cross, Kent, Master Mariner, 
Pet Dec 3. Murray. Dec 20 at 1. Lewis & Lewis, Ely-pl, Holborn. 
Woodman. Jas, Elmore-st, Kingsland, out of business. Pet Nov 29. 

Dec 20 at 11. Rigby, Gresham-st. 

Wray, Alfred, Prisoner for Debt, London. Pet Dee 3 (for pau). 
Brougham. Dec 30at 12. Hicks, Coleman-st. 

Wynn, Edwd John, Stockbridge-ter, Pimlico, Eating-house Keeper. Pet 
Dec 2. Murray. Dec 20 atl. Randall, Welbeck-st, Cavendish-sq. 
Young, Leven, Bromley, Middlx, Blacksmith. Pet Dec5. Dec30at12. 

Cooke, Gresham-bldgs, Basinghall-st. 
To Surrender in the Country. 

Akeroyd, Abraham, Bradford, York, Stuff Manufacturer. Pet Dec 3. 
Leeds, Dec 20 at 11. Terry & Robinson, Bradford ; Bond & Barwick, 
Leeds. 

Allen, Saml, Leeds, Woollen Cloth Merchant. Leeds, Dec 
20at1l. Bond & Barwick, Leeds. - 

Allinson, John, Chesnut-hill, Cumberland, Farmer. Pet Dec 2. Broatch. 
Keswick, Dec 14at1. Simpson. Cockermouth. 

Ashby, Alfred, Austonley, York, Farmer. Pet Dec 3. Leeds, Dec 20 at 
1). Bond & Barwick, Leeds. 


Pet Nov 26. 


Barker, Jas, Rochdale, Lancashire, Broker. Pet Dec 4. Fardell. 
Manch, De: 21 at 12. Standring, Rochdale. 
Barrett, John, Kingston-npon-Hull, Painter. Pet Dec 4. Phillips. 


Sibree, Hull. 


Kingston-upon-Hull, Dec 21 at 12. 
Pet Dec 3. Dommett. 


Beaton, Joseph, Montacute, Somerset, Farmer. 
Chard, Dec 18 at 10. Paull, Ilminster. 

Blake, Wm, Gt Yarmouth, Norfolk, Fish Curer. Pet Dec 3. Chamber- 
lain. Gt Yarmouth, Dec 21 at 12. Wiltshire, Gt Yarmouth. 

Buckley, John, Keighley. York, Labourer, Pet Decl. Keighley, Dec 


22 at 2.30. Hodgson, Keighley. 

Bullen, Jas, Plymouth, out of employment. Pet Dec 4. Pearce. East 
Stonehouse, Dec 17 at 11. Edmonds & Sen, Plymouth. 

Burles, Thos, Cardiff, out of business. Pet Dec 2. Langley. Carditt 


Dec 17 at 11. Davis, Cardiff. 
Cotterrill, Joseph, Woodmancote, Gloucester, Dairyman, Pet Dec 2. 


Plumbe. Wiuchcomb, Dec 18 at 10. Wood, Winchcomb. 

Coules, Wm Blettsoe, Exeter, Grocer’s Assistant. Pet Dec 2. Daw. 
Exeter, Dec 17 at 11. Floud, Exeter. 

Crook, John, Egerton, Lancashire, Builder. Pet Dec 3. Holden. Bol- 


ton, Dec 22 at 10. Ramwell, Bolton. 

Cuthbert, John, Stockton, Durham, out of business. Pet Dee 3. Crosby. 
Stockton-on-Tees, Dec 18 at 11. Clemmett, jun, Stockton. 

Dixon, Wm, Littleborough, Lancashire. Woollen Weaver. Pet Dec 1. 
Jackson. Rochdale, Dec 18 at 10. Holland, Rochdale. 

Doman, Wm Edwd, Bristol, Baker. Pet Dec 4. Harley. Bristol, Dec 
23 at 12. Stevens. 


Dove, Wm, Sheftizid, Hardware Dealer. Pet Nov 16. Leeds, Dec 29 at 
12. Fernell, Sheffield. 
Edmunds, Wm, Dowlais, Glamorgan, Contractor. Pet Dec 2, Russell. 


Lewis, Merthyr Tydfil. 


Merthyr Tydtil, Dec 20 at ll. 
Pet Dec 3. Bur- 


Fry, Sarah, Burliscombe, Devon, Beerhouse Keeper. 


ridge. Wellington, Dec 16 at ll. Trenchard, Taunton, 

Graham, Jane Masser, Crook, Durham, Innkeeper. Pet Dee 3. 
Trotter. Bishop Auckland, Dec 20 at 10. Hutchinson, Bishop Auck- 
land. 

Greenwood, Thos, Cheetham, Manch, Marble Mason. Pet Dec 4. 
Fardel!l. Manch, Dec 21 at 11, Marsland & Addleshaw, Manch. 


Gritiiths, Joseph, East Stonehouse, Devon, Beerhouse Keeper, Pet Dec 
4. Pearce. East Stonehouse, Dec 17 at 11. Edmonds & Son, Ply- 
mouth, 

Guthrie, Edwd, Farnworth. Lancashire, Innkeeper. 
Manch, Dee 20 at 11. Dawson, Bolton. 

Harris, Augustus Fredk, Bewdley, Worcester, Tea Dealer. 


Pet Dec 3. Fariell, 
Pet Dec 3. 

















Talbot. Kidderminster, Dec 23 at 11. Pardoe, Bewdley. 

Harris, John, Aston, Birm, Licensed Victualler. Pet Dec 2. Guest, 
Birm, Jan 7 at 10. Francis, Birm. 

Harvey, Fredk Wm, Portsea, Hants, Attorney. Pet Dee I. Howard. 
Portsmouth, Dec 22 at 12. Champ, Portsea. 

Holland, Sami, Cy td, Sussex, Carpenter. Pet Nov 30. Young. 
Hastings, Dee Wat ll. Philbrick, Hastings. 

Holmes, Richd, Baildon, Yorkshire, Butcher. Pet Decl, Carr. Otley, 


Dee iS at ll. Harie, Leeds. 

Kendrick, Geo, Birm, Japanner, 
i2, Sargent. Birm 

King, Wm, Litcham, Norfolk, Tailor, Pet Nov 30. 
Dereham, Dee 20 at 11. Saunders, East Dereham. 

King, Alex Cork, Vownog-hill, Flint, Mine Agent. 
Dee 17 at 12. Cartwright, Chester. 

Knight, Jas, Gloucester, Ship Broker, 
I7atil, Beckingham, Fristol. 

Laurence, Geo, Dewsbury, York, lronmouger, 
SO atlt, Bond & Barwick, Leeds, 


Fet Dec 3. Tudor. Birm, Dee 17 at 
East 


Lpool, 
Bristol, Dec 


Cooper. 


Pet Dee 2. 





Pet Dec 2. Wilde. 


Pet Deo 3. Leeds, Dec 
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Laver, Wm, Prisoner for Debt, Bristol. Pet Nov 26 (for pau). Harley. 
Bristol, Dec 23 at 12 

Lemon, Andrew, Cardiff, Glamorgan, Refreshment-house Keeper. Adj 
July 17. Langley. Cardiff, Dec 17 at 11. Stephens, Cardiff. 

Lenney, Bennett, & Jas Raw, Bradford, York, Joiners. Pet Dec 6. 
Teeds, Dec 20 at 11. Hargreaves, Bradford ; Simpson, Leeds. 

Lewis, Geo, Eastney, Hants, Licensed Victualler, Pet Dec 1. 
Portsmouth, Dec 22 at 12. Champ, Portsea. 

Loy, Martin, Lindal-in-Cartmel, Lancashire, Innkeeper: Pet Nov 2. 
Postlethwaite. Ulverston, Dec 20 at 10. Relph, Barrow-in-Furness, 
Lupton, John Clegg, Prisoner for Debt, Lancaster. Adj Nov 18. Far- 

dell, Manch, Dec 20at 11. 
Lynden, Edwin, Ramsgate, Kent, Fisherman. 
Ramsgate, Dec 21 at 11. Bowling, Ramsgate. 
Maddocks, Richd, Birm, Tailor. Pet Dec 4. 
i2. Rowlands, Birm, 


Howard. 


Pet Dec 2, Snowden. 
Tudor. Birm, Dec 17 at 


Marlow, John, Walsall, Staffordshire, Grocer. Pet Dec 3. Tudor. 
Birm, Dec 17 at 12. Burton, Birm. 
McFarlane, Saml Arthur, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Hairdresser. Pet Dec 


4. Clayton. Newcastle, Dec 21 at 12. Harle, Newcastle-upon-Tyne. 
Muckleston. Edwd, Haseley, Warwickshire, Clerk in Holy Orders. Pet 
Dec 2. Tudor. Birm, Dec 17 at 12. Reece & Harris, Birm. 
Pickernell, John, Hatherly, Gloucestershire, Farmer. Pet Dec2. Wilde 
Bristol, Dec 17 at 11. Press & Inskip, Bristol. 
Potter, Hy Hector, Stalybridge, Lancashire, Cotton Spinner. 
3. Fardell. Manch, Dec 21 at 12. 


Pet Dec 
Brooks & Co, Ashton-under- 


Lyne. 

Potter, Wm Jordan, Wednesbury, Staflordshire. Machinist. Pet Dec 2. 
Walsall, Dec 20 at 12. Glover, Walsall. 

Price, Richd, Worcester. Journeyman Tailor. Pet Dec 4. 
Worvester Dec20at1l. Knott, Worcester. 

Randall, Geo, Wallace Down, Dorsetshire, Beerhouse Keeper. Pet Nov 
20. Dickinson. Poole, Dec 11 at1l. Tanner. 

Rendlesham, Geo King, Reedham, Norfolk. Pet Dec 2. Chamberlin. 
Gt Yarmouth, Dec 18 at 12. Wiltshire, Gt Yarmouth. 

Rigden, Robt, Elham, Kent, Farmer. Pet Dec 2. Wilks. Hythe, Dec 
23 at 12. Callaway & Finlay, Canterbury. 

Roberts, John Hy Feasant, Bedminster, Bristol, Accountant. Pet Nov 
30. Harley. Bristol, Dec 23 at 12. Clifton & Moseley. 

Robertson, Geo, Prisoner for Debt, Lancaster. Adj Nov 18. Macrae. 
Manch, Dec 17 at |1. 

Robinson, —— Fras, Dudley, Worcestershire, Nail Bagging Weaver. 


Crisp. 


Pet Dec 4. Tudor, Birm, ec 17 at 12. Stokes, Dudley; James & 
Griffin, Birm. 
Rogers, Robt, Hayling North, Hants, Fruit Dealer. Pet Dec 2. 


Howard. Portsmouth, Dec 22 at lz. H. & W. H. Ford, Portsea. 

Rogers, Geo, Bristol, Tailor, Pet Dec 1. Wilde. Bristol, Dec 17 at 11. 
Press & Inskip, Bristol. 

Rowland, Thos, Hailsham, Sussex, Baker. Pet Dec 2. Blaker. Lewes, 
Dec 31 at 12. Carr, Eastbourne. 

Royle, Wm Thos, Prisoner for Debt, Lancaster, Adj Nov 18. Hulton, 
Salford, Dec 18 at 9.30. - 

Sharp, Jas, Pulloxhill, Bedfordshire, Cattle Dealer. 
Ampthill, Dec 20 at 11. Conqnest, Bedford. 

Sharp, Walter, Dewsbury, Yorkshire, Painter. Pet Dec 2. 
Dewsbury, Dec 23 at 12. Scholes & Brearey, Dewsbury. 

Shaw, John, Warrington, Lancashire, out of business. Pet Dee 3. 
Nicholson. Warrington, Jan 6 atl. White, Warrington, 

Sherwood, Robt Johnson, Stockton, Durham, out of business. 


Pet Dee2. Wright, 


Nelson. 


Pet Dec 4. 


Crosby. Stockton-on-Tees, Dec 22 at ll. Hunton, Stockton. 

Shipley, Wm, Chesterfield, Derby, Fruiterer. Pet Dec 2. Wake. 
Chesterfield, Dec 21 at 11. Skipton, Chesterfield. 

Shore, Edwd, Dudley, Worcester, Chain Manufacturer. Pet Dec 6. 
Hill. Birm, Dec 17 at 12. Hodgson & Son, Birm. 

Sinkinson, Robt, Kendal, Westmorland, out of business. Pet Nov 29. 
Wilson. Kendal, Dec 14 at ll, Thompson, Kendal. 

Steer, Wm, Prisoner for Debt, Bristol. Pet Nov 27 (for pan). Harley. 


Bristol, Dee 23 at 12. 
Stockdale, Walter Douglas, Holton-cum-Beckering, Lincoln, no busi- 
ove Pet Dec 4. Leeds, Dec 22 at 12. Saffery & Chambers, Market 
asen. 
Sweetman, Joseph, Prisoner for Debt. Exeter. Adj Nov 3. Pearce. 
East Stonehouse, Dec 17 at 11. Edmonds & Son, Plymouth, 

Taylor, John, Millgate, nr Rochdale, Lancashire, Journeyman Joiner. 
Pet Dec 2. Jackson. Rochdale, Dec 18 at1l. Holland, Rochdale. 
ae Cornelius, Birm, Newspaper Correspondent. Pet Dec 2, Tudor. 

Birm, Dec 17 at 12. Green, Birm. 


Tunsich, Andrea, Cardiff, Gl»morgan, Lodging house Keeper. Pet Dec 
1. Langley. Cardiff, Dec 17 at 11. Grover, Cardiff. 
Urwin, Geo Wm, Monkwearmouth Shore, Durham, Grocer. Pet Dec 1. 


Ellis. Sunderland, Dec 20 at 11. Steel, Sunderland. 

Venables, Richd, Kirwain, Glamorgan, Butcher. Pet Dec 1. Rees. 
Aberdare, Dec 20 at 11. Simons, Merthyr Tydfil. 

Walden, Josiah, Aberaman, Glamorgan, Butcher. 
Aberdare, Dec 20 at 12. Linton, Aberdare. 

Walker, Geo Barrant, bristol, Coach Builder. 
Bristol, Dec 23 at 12. Clifton & Moseley. 

Walters, Anthony Bowden, Dartmouth, Baker. Pet Dec 3. Bryett. 
Totnes. Deci8at 1. Windeatt, Totnes, 

Whitehead, Thomas Pearson, New —* Wilts, Turner. Pet Nov 
30. Townsend, Swindon, Dec i$ at 11. 

Wilkinson, Thos, Middlesbrough, York, Lemonade Manufacturer. Pet 
Dec 2. Crosby. Stockton-on-Tees, Dec 20 at 11. Bainbridge, 
Middlesbrough. 

Williams, Tens, Cadoxton-jnxta-Barry, Glamorganshire, Butcher. Pet 
Dec 3. ° Wilde. Bristol, Dec 17 at 11. Beckingham. Bristol. 


Pet Dec 2. Rees. 
Pet Dec 2. Harley. 


Wood, Wm, Greetland, Yorkshire, Ironmonger, Pet Dec 4, Rankin. 
Halifax, Dec 17 at 10. Haigh, Huddersfield. 
Wood, Owen, Saddleworth, Yorkshire, Flannel Manufacturer. Pet Dec 


4. Fardell. Manch, Dec 21 at 11. Leigh, Manch. 
Wood, Jon, Ramsbottom, Lancashire, Cotton Waste Manufacturer. Pet 
Dec 3. Fardell. Manch, Dec 20 at 11. Leigh, Manch, 
Woolvin, Albert Wm, Cradley Forge, Worcestershire, Grocer, Pet Dec 
3. Harward. Stourbridge, Dee 20 at 10. Stokes, Dudley 
Worthington, Thos, Lampeter, Jardigaushire, Merchant. Pet Dec 4, 
Wilde. Bristol, Dec 18 at ii. Abbot & Leonard, Bristol. 
Wunderlich, Max, Strangeways, nr Manchester, Dealer in Fancy Goeds. 
Pet Dec 3. Hulton. Saiford, Dec 16 at 9.30. Heath, Manch. 





ST 
BANKRUPTCIES ANNULLED. 
Fripay, Dec. 3, 1869. 
Cpe, Wm Henson, Matson’s-villas, Richmond, Grocer’s Assistant, 


Else, 1 Fredk Edwd, Westbourne-grove, Wine Merchant. Dec 3, 

=, Hy Brown, Portland-ter, Regent’s-pk, Dissenting Minister, 
‘ov 

Seymour, Wm, Jermyn-st, Job Master. Sept i4. 


TvEspay, Dec, 7, 1869, 


Stainton, Geo, Ambleside, Westmorland, Labourer. Dec 1. 
Upton, Jas, Camsen Seal, Kent, Farmer. Nov 26. 





sm 
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RESHAM LIFE ASSURANCE SOCIETY, 
37, OLD JEWRY, LONDON, E.C. 

SOLICITORS are invited to introduce, on behalf of their clients, Pro. 
posals for Loans on Freehold or Leasehold Property, Reversions, Life 
Interests, or other adequate securities. 

7 Proposals may be made in the first instance according to the following 
form :— 


Date...... 

Introduced by (state name and address of solicitor) 

Amount required £ 

Time and mode of repayment (i.e., whether for a term certain, or by 
annual or other payments) 

Security (state shortly the particulars of security, and, if land or build- 
ings , state the net annual income). 

State what Life Policy (if any) is proposed to be effected with the 
Gresham Office in connection with the security. 

By = of the Board 
. ALLAN CURTIS, Actuary and Secretary. 


ESSRS. DEBENHAM, TEWSON & FARMER'S 
DECEMBER LIST of ESTATES and HOUSES, including landed 
estates, town and country residences, hunting and shooting quarters, 
farms, ground-rents, rent-charges, nouse property, and investments gene- 
rally, may be obtained, free of charge, at their offices, 80, Cheapside, E.C,, 
or by post for one(stamp. Particulars for insertion in the January 
List must be received by the 28th December at latest. 





Proposat ror Loan ON MortTGAGES. 








STRINGENT LOZENGES OF THE RED 
GUM OF AUSTRALIA.—For Relaxed Throat, in Bottles, 2s. 
MURIATE OF AMMONIA LOZENGES. 
In Bottles, 2s, Useful for Bronchitis, by loosening the phlegm ané: 
preventing Sy fits of coughing. 
W. SQUIRE, 
Chemists on the Esiablishment in Ordinary to 
T 


(Gazetted August 8th, 1837—December 31st, 1867.) 
277, OXFORD STREET, LONDON. 


XCELLENT BEEF TEA for 24d. a PINT. 

Ask for LIEBIG COMPANY’S EXTRACT of MEAT, only sort 

warranted genuine by the inventor, Baron Liebig, whose signature is on 

every genuine jar. Supplied toth British, Prussian, French, Russian, 
Dutch, and other Governments 


LACK’S SILVER ELECTRO PLATE is a coat- 


ing of pure Silver over Nickel. A combination of two metals pos 
sessing such valuable properties renders it in appearance and wear equal 








to Sterling Silver. Fiddle Pattern, Thread, King’s. 
£5. d. £3s.da £8.04 £5. 4, 
Table Forks,perdoz...... 110 Oandl1 18 0 2 40 210 0 





1 0 Oand!110 UO 112 0 115 6 


Table Spoons... 110 Oand1 18 0 24 0 210 0 
Dessert ditto «+... «» | 0 Oand1 10 0 112 0 115 0 
Tea Spoons .cccssscceceee O12 Oandd 18 0 120 150 


Every Article forthe Table asin Silver, 
warded on receipt of 20 stamps. 
RICHARD & JOHN SLACK, 336, STRAND, LONDON. 


A Sample Tea Spoon for: 





HE LAW OF TRADE MARKS, with some 

account of its History and Development in the Decisions of the 

Courts of Law and Equity, By EDWARD LLOYD, Esq., of Lincoln’s- 
inn, Barrister-at-Law, London. 

“ ] am indebted to the very valuable little publication of Mr. Lloyd, 
who has collected all the authorities on this subject.”—V. C. Woop, in 
McAndrew vy, Bassett, March 4. 

Office, 59, Carey-street, W.C. 
n one volume, crown 8vo, 
TREA TISE. O ON THE ENGLISH LAW OF 
DOMICIL. Dedicated, by permission, to Vice-Chancellor Sir 
Richard Torin Kindersley. By OLIVER STEPHEN ROUND, of Liv- 
coln’s-inn, Barrister-at-Law 
London : 59, Carey-street, Lincoln’s-inn, W.C 


— a 








A large dise ount for cash. 


JILLS of COMPLAINT, ANSWERS, APPEALS, 
MINUTES, and all Law Printing, executed with promptitude 
and at moderate charges by 


YATES & ALEXANDER, 


Law Printers, 
7, Symonds-inn (and at Church-passage); Chancery-lane, London. 


O* FICES or C HAMBE RS to LET, 56, Lincoln’e- 8- 


inn-ficlds,—Inquire of the Housekeeper, 
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